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I.  SUMMARY 

The  proposed  San  Francisco  Performing  Arts  Center  includes  a  symphony 
and  recital  hall  with  ancillary  facilities,  and  an  accessory  garage.  It  would  be 
sited  on  the  block  bounded  by  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  Grove,  Franklin  and  Hayes 
Streets.  The  project  is  sponsored  by  a  non-profit  corporation.  Sponsors  of 
San  Francisco  Performing  Arts  Center,  Inc.  ,  and  would  be  funded  by  approxi- 
mately $15  million  from  private  contributions  and  $5  million  from  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco.    Upon  completion,  the  music  and  rehearsal  complex 

would  be  owned  and  operated  by  the  City. 

At  present,  with  only  preliminary  planning  accomplished,  the  music  and 

rehearsal  complex  would  contain  a  3000  seat  main  symphony  hall,  a  700  seat 
recital  hall,  26,000  square  feet  of  rehearsal  rooms,  dressing  rooms,  and  admin- 
istrative, storage  and  ancillary  space,  for  a  total  of  approximately  165,000  square 
feet  of  floor  area.  The  main  hall  would  be  designed  for  symphony  and  other  musi- 
cal performances,  and  the  recital  hall  would  accommodate  small  performing  com- 
panies and  similar  activities  not  requiring  a  proscenium  or  staging  facilities. 

The  garage  would  occupy  the  western  third  of  the  site, and  would  provide 
approximately  400  parking  stalls  in  four  above-grade  parking  levels. 

The  site  is  presently  a  parking  lot  within  the  Civic  Center  area,  imme- 
diately south  of  the  Opera  House  and  to  the  southwest  of  City  Hall.  The 

Unified  School  District  building  is  immediately  to  the  south.  The  Civic  Center 
is  among  the  grandest  of  all  American  civic  complexes. 

The  project  would  have  environmental  impacts  including  the  following: 
increased  demand  for  parking  and  increased  traffic  and  transit  congestion  -- 
which  would  be  intensified  if  concurrent  performances  occurred  in  the 
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I.  SUMMARY 

vicinity;  increased  noise  due  to  traffic;  air  degradation  due  to  congestion 
during  construction  and  operation  of  the  facility;  introduction  of  new  buildings 
within  the  Civic  Center  area    which  could  present  potential  compatibility 
concerns  depending  upon  final  design;  height  and  bulk  on  the  site    with  resul- 
tant wind  and  shadow  effects;  increased  demand  for  water,  electricity,  natural 
gas  and  fuel  oil;   generation  of  liquid  and  solid  waste ;and  temporary  construc- 
tion noise,  dust  and  hazards. 

A  number  of  mitigation  measures  are  suggested  which  relate  to  final 
design  of  the  buildings,  construction  impacts,  traffic  circulation,  scheduling 
of  performances  and  energy  conservation.    In  some  cases  the  specifics  of 
whether  these  would  be  implemented  are  as  yet  unsettled. 

Alternatives  discussed  include  several  different  locations,  especially 
Marshall  Square,  the  Orpheum  Theater,  and  west  of  Franklin  Street;  alter- 
native projects  for  the  proposed  site;  and  the  no  project  alternative. 
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n.     PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


A.  Background 

1.  Introduction;    The  proposed  project  would  provide  a  symphony  and  re- 
cital hall  with  ancillary  facilities,  along  with  rehearsal  rooms,  office 
space,  storage  areas  and  an  accessory  garage.    The  facilities  would 
be  constructed  on  the  "Commerce  High"  site,  adjacent  to  the  existing 
Opera  House,  opened  in  1932,  in  the  Civic  Center.    The  present  Opera 
House  does  not  meet  the  technical  demands  made  upon  it  by  performing 
groups,  as  a  result  of  its  being  a  single  purpose  theater  designed  pri- 
marily for  opera  as  opposed  to  symphony.    Additionally,  it  has  a  heavy, 
sometimes  conflicting,  schedule  of  three  major  resident  performing 
institutions:   San  Francisco  Opera,  Symphony  and  Ballet. 

The  project  is  being  sponsored  by  a  non-profit  corporation. 
Sponsors  of  San  Francisco  Performing  Arts  Center,  Inc.  ,  whose  offi- 
cers and  directors  are  San  Franciscans  with  an  interest  in  the  cultural 
life  of  San  Francisco.    Lists  of  their  names  and  their  architectural, 
legal,  engineering,  and  financial  consultants  are  included  in  Appendix 

A  of  this  report. 

The  President  of  the  Sponsors,  Samuel  B,  Stewart,  stated  atthe 

Planning  Commission  public  hearing  on  August  14,  1975,  in  response 

to  a  comment  questioning  the  name  "Performing  Arts  Center,  "  the 

following:    ".  .  .  .  no  one  building  is  a  performing  arts  complex.  We 

have  here  (in  the  Civic  Center)  a  performing  arts  complex,  of  which 
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n.     PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


the  Opera  House,  which  has  been  there  for  forty-three  years,  is 
the  first  element.    We  are  proposing  to  add  some  additional  elements. 
We  cannot  hope  to  cover,  in  the  space  available  at  this  location,  all 
of  the  elements  of  the  performing  arts.  " 
2.  Purpose:     The  primary  purpose  d  the  project  is  to  provide  a  facility 
for  the  San  Francisco  Symphony  and  for  other  instrumental  and  choral 
groups,  thus  freeing  the  Opera  House  for  greater  use  by  opera,  ballet, 
and  other  productions  requiring  staging  facilities. 
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II.     PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


Secondly,  the  project  would  offer  office  space  to  the  San  Francisco 
Symphony,  Ballet  and  Opera,  and  would  provide  rehearsal  rooms, 
practice  rooms,  and  ancillary  facilities  to  be  used  by  the  Symphony, 
Ballet  and  Opera,  and  by  other  San  Francisco-based  performing  arts 
groups  or  visiting  companies  on  an  "as -available"  basis. 

1  / 

3.  Need:   A  broadened  interest  has  developed  in  the  performing  arts  — 
in  recent  years,  as  demonstrated  by  the  greater  number  of  perform- 
ances currently  sponsored  by  the  San  Francisco  Symphony  and  Opera 
specifically  for  students,  senior  citizens,  and  other  special  community 
groups.       These  programs  tend  to  stimulate  interest  and  demand  over 
a  period  of  time  for  a  greater  number  of  performances.    Letters  in- 
cluded in  Appendix  B  from  Victor  Wong,  President  of  Fine  Arts  Devel- 
opment, a  professional  presenting  company,  and  Claude  Jarman, 
Managing  Director  of  the  War  Memorial  of  San  Francisco,  are  address- 
ed to  the  demand  for  additional  performances. 

A  new  facility  would  allow  and  encourage  more  performances  to 
be  staged  in  San  Francisco  with  better  scheduling  and  more  effective 
operations.    Improved  operations  could  result  from  centralized  admin- 
istrative offices  for  the  Symphony,  Ballet  and  Opera,  and  from  new 
rehearsal  facilities  to  be  provided  ii^  the  -oroposed  project. 

1.  For  the  purposes  of  this  report,  performing  art^-  c'.re  defined  as  opera, 
ballet,  symphony,  and  other  musical  productions  attracting  large  audiences. 

2.  i.e.,  the  San  Francisco  Symphony  Forum,  School  Programs  and  Senior 
Citizen  Programs;  the  San  Francisco  Opera  Services  for  Students  and 

Senior  Citizens;  the  Western  Opera  "Brown  Bag"  and  neighborhood  performances. 
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II.    PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

4-^    Previous  Public  Action:    The  Board  of  Education,  which  has 

jurisdiction  over  the  proposed  site, by  its  Resolution  No.  52-4A8 
has  agreed  to  relinquish  its  interest  in  the  site  in  order  that  a 
Performing  Arts  Center  or  Public  Library  might  be  constructed 
thereon.    The  Board  of  Supervisors,  by  its  Resolution  93-75,  has 
approved  in  principle  the  offer  of  the  Sponsors  of  the  San  Francisco 
Performing  Arts  Center  to  construct  a  performing  arts  center, 
and  in  the  same  Resolution,  has  declared  the  Board's  intent  to 
provide  a  site  for  construction  of  the  proposed  center.  Pursuant 
to  these  Resolutions,  the  Chief  Administrative  Officer,  through 
the  Real  Estate  Department,  has  initiated  the  Master  Plan  Referral 
process,  which  ultimately  could  allow  the  site  to  be  used  for  the 

proposed  project. 

There  have  been  other  relatively  recent  public  actions  con- 
cerning performing  arts  facilities  in  the  Civic  Center,  which  are 
as  follows: 

m  Adoption  of  Civic  Center  Development  Plan  by  City 
Planning  Commission,  which  provided  for  an  Opera 
Auxiliary  Building  with  adjacent  parking  on  Block  792, 
west  of  Franklin  behind  the  Opera  House  (April  23,  1959). 

•  City  Planning  Commission  found  that  proposed  bond 
proposition  for  the  expansion  of  the  War  Memorial  on 
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II.     PROJECT  DESCRIPTION  i 

Block  785,  west  of  Franklin  behind  Veteran's  Building,  i 
and  792  was  in  conformity  with  the  Master  Plan  (June 
10,  1965). 

•  Proposition  "B"  for  rehabilitation  of  the  War  Memorial 
and  construction  of  a  Music  Arts  Building  failed  to  re- 
ceive approval  of  electorate  (November  2,  1965). 

•  Adoption  of  Resolution  768-67  by  the  Board  of  Super- 
visors declaring  intent  to  acquire  Blocks  785  and  792  * 
for  expansion  of  War  Memorial  Opera  House  (Nov.  27,  1967). 

•  City  Planning  Commission  found  that  proposed  construc- 
tion of  the  Performing  Arts  Center  on  Block  354  (Marshall 
Square)  was  in  conformity  with  the  Master  Plan  (R74.  39), 
and  recommended  that  Marshall  Square  be  designated  for 
such  use  (August  8,  1974). 

B.  Location 

The  project  would  be  located  in  the  Civic  Center  of  the  City  and 

County  of  San  Francisco  (see  Plates  1,  2  and  3).    It  would  occupy  the  ^ 

/ 

entire  block  bounded  on  the  north  by  Grove  Street,  on  the  south  by 

Hayes  Street,  on  the  east  by  Van  Ness  Avenue,  and  on  the  west  by  ^ 
Franklin  Street  (see  Plate  4).    It  is  all  of  Assessor's  Block  810. 


-  13a  - 


^ 


PERFORMING  ARTS  FACILITIES 

A    S.F.  OPERA 
■    S.F.  BALLET 
•    S.F.  SYMPHONY 


PROPOSED  SAN  FRANCISCO  PERFORMING  ARTS  CENTER 

LOCAL  MAP 


PLATE 


1000 


6000FT 
 I 


-  15  - 


FEDERAL  OFFICE  BLDG. 


STATE  BLDG. 


LIBRARY 


GOLDEN  GATE 


Mc  ALLISTER 


HAYES 


FEDERAL  BLDG. 


CIVIC  AUDITORIUM 


HEALTH  CENTER  BLDG. 


-OPERA  HOUSE 


■PROPOSED  SITE 


PLAN  FOR  LAND  USE 
CZZ]   CORE  AREA 

1  ADMINISTRATIVE 

2  ENTERTAINMENT-CULTURE 

3  OPEN  SPACE 

4  PARKING 

I         I  ALTERNATIVE  SITES 


source:  civic  center  element,  comprehensive  plan  CPS.  f. 


0  100 


500FT 


PROPOSED  SAN  FRANCISCO  PERFORMING  ARTS  CENTER 

CIVIC  CENTER  PLAN 

-  16  - 


PLATE 

3 


PARKING 
LjOT 


y.  APT  BLDG 

APT  BLDG.  Y/ 

y     3  FL. 

3FL.  y 

"///////A 

APT 


Mr  1 

>LDG. 

APT  BLDG. 

PARKING 

3FL. 

LOT 

y// 

■  + 


FRANKLIN 


ST 


v  'A 

PARK. 

/^BLDG.  IFL./> 

LOT 

W////// 

UJ  V 

i  ^ 

0  v 
<->  ^ 

z 
< 

1  ^ 


CO 


PROPOSED 
PARKING  GARAGE 


SERVICE  ENTRANCE 


PROPOSED 
PERFORMING  ARTS  COMPLEX 


JSL 


275 


VAN  NESS 


AVE. 


BLDG.  8FL. 


y///////} 

/  BLDG.  3FL. 

BLDG.  2FL. 

Z 

BLDG, 
/2FL. 


BLDG.  2FL. 


BLDG.  2FL 


LEGEND 

<4      PEDESTRIAN  ENTRANCE 
PROJECT  SITE 


PROPOSED  SAN  FRANCISCO  PERFORMING  ARTS  CENTER  PLATE 

SITE  PLAN  M 


0    10  lOOFT 

I— I  1  -  17  - 


n.     PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

C.     Description  of  Facilities 

1.     General;     Preliminary  architectural  studies  have  been  made  to  date 
by  Pietro  Belluschi,  Supervising  Architect,  and  DeMars  and  Wells, 
Consulting  Architects,  in  consultation  with  the  San  Francisco  Sym- 
phony, Opera,  and  Ballet,  and  the  War  Memorial  of  San  Francisco. 
These  studies  are  conceptual  with  respect  to  both  the  appearance  and 
the  space  requirements  of  the  project.    As  in  all  public  projects,  an 
extensive  review  procedure  is  required  to  achieve  appropriate  design 
and  aesthetic  value.    More  detailed  and  final  designs  would  be  devel- 
oped by  the  architects  as  the  public  review  and  approval  processes 
proceed. 

The  Performing  Arts  Center  Project  would  include  two  major 

1/ 

elements:    the  performing  arts  complex" and  the  accessory  garage. 
The  two  would  be  independent  with  respect  to  financing,  construction 
and  operation,  but  would  maintain  aesthetic  compatibility.    As  pre- 
sently contemplated,  the  exterior  would  generally  convey  the  appear- 
ance of  masonry  construction  using  limestone  as. the  predominant 
facing  material.    The  project  would  include  landscaping. 

The  project  would  occupy  an  area  of  approximately  106,  000 
square  feet,  having  frontages  of  275  feet  on  Van  Ness  Avenue  and 
Franklin  Street  and  385  feet  on  Hayes  and  Grove  Street.  The 
building  height  would  be  70  feet  along  the  Van  Ness  Avenue  and 

1.  The  performing  arts  complex  is  in  fact  a  music  and  rehearsal  complex, 
and  should  be  interpreted  as  such  whereever  the  term  "performing  arts 
complex"  appears  in  this  Report. 
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Grove  Street  sides  and  would  rise  vertically  to  a  maximum  height 

of  96  feet  above  the  main  auditorium.    The  building  would  then 

step  to  a  50-foot  height  fronting  on  Hayes  Street  and  a  40-foot 

garage  height  on  the  Franklin  Street  side.  Preliminary  elevations 
and  plans  are  indicated  on  Plates  5,  6  and  7. 

The  buildings  would  conform  to  the  height,  bulk,  and 
zoning  requirements  of  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  (defined 
for  the  site  on  Plate  13,  page  39)  as  well  as  the  requirements  set  by 
the  Building,  Plumbing,  Electrical,  and  other  applicable  Codes. 
2,    The  Performing  Arts  Complex  would  have  its  main  entrance  dia- 
gonally facing  the  intersection  of  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  Grove 
Street.    It  would  have  minor  entrances  on  Van  Ness  Avenue  and 
Grove  Street  and  a  driveway  providing  access  to  a  loading  dock  on 
Hayes  Street. 

The  complex  would  consist  of  three  major  components:  the 
main  symphony  hall,  the  recital  hall,  and  the  administrative  and 
rehearsal  space.  The  main  hall  would  have  approximately  3,  000 
seats  and  would  be  acoustically  designed  for  symphony  and  other 
musical  performances.    Associated  support  facilities  such  as 
lobbies,  lounges  - -both  public  and  private--and  rest  rooms  would 
be  directly  accessible.    The  recital  hall  would  provide  a  smaller 
theater,  of  approximately  700  seats,  suitable  for  small  performing 
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PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

companies,  choral  groups,  recitals,  rehearsals,  and  school  activities 

such  as  plays  and  graduation  exercises.    The  rehearsal  facilities 

and  administxative  space  would  be  used  by  those  affiliated  with 

performances  held  either  in  the  Opera  House  or  in  the  symphony 

hall.    A  summary  of  building  uses  is  given  in  Table  II-l. 

3,    Accessory  Garage:    A  parking  garage  for  approximately  400  cars 

would  occupy  the  western  portion  of  the  site  with  a  primary  entry 

on  Hayes  Street  and  a  primary  exit  on  Franklin  Street.  Additional 

entry  and  exit  points  on  Franklin  and  Grove,   respectively,  would 
be  used  during  peak  periods  of  use  in  conjunction  either  with 

performances  or  other  activities  in  the  area.    The  garage  would 
consist  of  one  level  at  grade  and  three  levels  above  grade,  with  a 
sloping  floor  system  for  inter -floor  travel.    It  would  be  operated 
on  a  self-parking  basis  with  automatic  elevators  for  patron  use. 
The  garage  would  be  self-ventilating,  and  bicycle  parking  would  be 
available. 
D.    Cost  and  Financing 

1.    The  Performing  Arts  Complex:    Financial  planning  has  been  based 
upon  the  amount  of  funds  which  the  Sponsors  of  the  Performing  Arts 
Center  believe  can  be  raised.    They  state  this  to  be  $20  million 
and  have  directed  the  project  architect  to  prepare  a  design  commen- 
surate with  this  goal.    This  cost  would  be  financed  by  private  sources, 
through  contributions  from  fund  raising  activities,  and  by  a  direct 
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TABLE   II- 1 
SAN  FRANCISCO  PERFORMING  ARTS  CENTER 
SUMMARY  OF  BUILDING  USES  - 


Element 

Main  Symphony  Hall 
(incl.  Grand  Foyer, 
balconies,  upper 
lobbies) 


Area 
(Square  Feet) 

76, 000 


Additional 
Information 

3000  seats 


Recital  Hall 


Rehearsal  Rooms 


8,  000 

26, 000 


700  seats 


Dressing  Rooms 


Administrative 


7,  000 
7,  000 


Storage 


12, 000 


Ancillary  (incl. lounges, 
rest  rooms ,  corridor s, 
mechanical,  etc.  ) 


29, 000 


TOTAL 


165, 000 


This  table  gives  approximate  areas  for  preliminary  planning 
purposes  only. 

Correspondence  indicating  this  space  requirement  is  on  file 

and  available  for  public  review  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning 
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II.     PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


capital  contribution  from  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
through  federal  revenue  sharing  funds.    The  Sponsors  of  the  San 
Francisco  Performing  Arts  Center  have  set  a  goal  of  $15  million 
for  private  contributions  with  an  additional  $5  million  to  be  pro- 
vided by  the  City.    The  annual  operating  deficit  for  the  City  re- 
sulting from  the  proposal  is  estimated  at  approximately  $250,000 
to  $300,  000.-^ 

2  / 

2.  The  Accessory  Garage  would  cost  approximately  $1.  8  million.— 

It  would  be  financed  through  the  sale  of  securities  of  a  private, 

non-profit  corporation  established  specifically  for  this  purpose. 

The  garage  would  have  a  25-year  period  of  amortization,  after 

which  it  would  become  the  sole  property  of  the  City  and  County  of 

San  Francisco.    The  garage  would  be  financed  on  the  basis  of 

agreements  to  be  reached  between  the  corporation  and  the  City. 

The  debt  incurred  would  be  retired  with  earnings  of  the  garage. 

The  City  will  maintain  control  over  the  management  and  operation 

and  would  set  the  parking  rate  structure. 
E.  Scheduling 

If  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  is  certified  by  the  City  in 
September,  1975,  the  schedule  for  implementation  would  be  as  shown  in 

Table  II-2.  The  project  is  currently  in  the  preliminary  planning  and  design 
stage. 

1.  Based  on  material  contained  within  an  Intra.-Office  Memorandum  to  Supervisor 
Feinstein  from  Budget  Analyst  Walter  J.  Quinn,  January  17,1975,  and  from 
letter  of  Sponsors  of  San  Francisco  Performing  Arts  Center,  Inc.  ,  to  Supervisor 
John  J.  Barbagelata,  December  19,  1974. 

2.  Source:    Tudor  Engineering  Company  Estimate. 
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TABLE  II- 2 

SAN  FRANCISCO  PERFORMING  ARTS  CENTER 
PROJECT  SCHEDULE 


Performing  Arts  Accessory 
Complex   Garage 


Preparation  of 

Schematic  Drawings  Oct,  1975  -  Mar,  1976  Nov-Dec,  1975 


Preparation  of 
Contract  Plans  and 

Specifications  Apr,  1976  -  Mar,  1977  Jan-Feb,  1976 


Construction  June,  1977-Oct,  1979  Apr-Dec,  1976 
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II.     PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

F.     City  Approvals  Required 

In  order  for  the  project  to  be  completed,  the  following  approvals 
would  be  required  by  public  agencies: 

•  The  project  would  require  review  for  conforraity  to  the  Master 
Plan  by  the  City  Planning  Commission. 

•  The  site  plan  would  require  approval  and  subsequent  issuance 
of  building  permits  by  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection. 

•  The  design  would  require  review  and  approval  by  the  Art 
Commission. 

•  The  project  would  require  review  and  approval  by  the  Landmarks 
Preservation  Advisory  Board,  if  a  Historical  District  for  the 
Civic  Center  were  established. 

•  The  project  garage  would  require  review  and  approval  by  the 
Parking  Authority, 


-  27  - 


CHAPTER 

3 

28  - 


III.    ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING 

A.     Surrounding  Area 

1.  Climate:     Although  there  are  differences  in  climate  within  San 
Francisco,   conditions  at  the  proposed  site  may  be  represented  by- 
data  at  the  Federal  Office  Building,  which  is  within  a  half  mile  of 
the  site.    Table  III-l  gives  historical  meteorological  data  for  recent 
years  collected  at  the  Federal  Office  Building.    Generally,  the  San 
Francisco  climate  is  characterized  by  cool  summers  and  mild 
winters.    Coastal  fogs  are  also  characteristic,  as  are  pronounced 
wet  and  dry  seaons. 
Z.  Air  Quality:    Air  quality  at  the  project  site  is  related  generally  to 
contaminants  originating  from  two  sources:    local  pollutants  from 
the  present  on-site  parking  lot  and  pollutants  from  remote  sources. 
Climatic  conditions  play  an  important  role  in  influencing  air  quality 
since  they  determine  the  rates  at  which  contaminants  are  diluted 
and  dispersed. 

The  proposed  project  is  within  the  Bay  Area  air  quality 
maintenance  area  (AQMA)— '^for  photochemical  oxidants,  partic- 
ulate matter  and  sulfur  dioxide. 

1.     An  AQMA  is  defined  as  an  area  with  the  potential  for  exceeding 

any  national  ambient  air  quality  standards  in  the  period  from  1975  to  1985. 
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m.    ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING 


There  has  been  no  direct  raeasurement  of  air  quality  at  the  site, 
however,  inferences  can  be  drawn  from  air  quality  data  obtained  at 
the  monitoring  station  located  on  top  of  the  building  at  939  Ellis 
Street,  about  a  half  mile  north  of  the  project  site,  where  the  Bay- 
Area  Air  Pollution  Control  District  maintains  its  offices.    Plate  8 
shows  monthly  variation  in  contaminants  as  recorded  at  the  Ellis 
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TABLE  III-  1 
SAN  FRANCISCO  PERFORMING  ARTS  CENTER 
HISTORICAL   METEOROLOGICAL  DATA' 


NO.  YRS 
RECORDS 

JAN      FEB      MAR      APR      MAY      J  UN      JUL      AUG      SEP      OCT      NOV      DEC      YR  KEPT 


TEMPERATURE  (°F) 


Normal  Daily  Maximum 

56.  0 

58. 

9 

60.  1 

61.2 

62.  5 

64.  5 

63.  8 

64.  8 

68.8 

68.  2 

63. 

2 

56.8 

62,4 

Normal  Daily  Minimum 

45.  7 

47. 

9 

48.  5 

49.  3 

50.  9 

52.  8 

53.  2 

54.  0 

55.  5 

54.  6 

51. 

5 

47.  2 

50.  9 

Normal  Monthly 

50.  9 

53. 

4 

54.  3 

55.  3 

56.  7 

58.  7 

58.  5 

59.4 

62.  2 

61.4 

57. 

4 

52.  0 

56.7 

Record  Highest 

79 

75 

83 

86 

91 

101 

92 

96 

101 

94 

86 

76 

38 

Record  LjOwest 

30 

36 

38 

40 

44 

47 

47 

48 

48 

45 

41 

30 

38 

PRECIPITATION  (IN.  ) 


Normal 

4. 

51 

2. 

97 

2 

77 

1 

63 

0.  54 

0 

17 

0. 

01 

0.05 

0. 

17 

1.  06 

2.  60 

4. 

18  20.66 

Monthly  Maximum 

10. 

69 

8. 

49 

8 

22 

5 

.47 

3.  19 

1 

42 

0. 

62 

0.49 

2. 

06 

5.  51 

7.  80 

11. 

47 

38 

Monthly  Minimum 

1. 

00 

0. 

04 

0 

12 

T 

T 

0 

00 

0. 

00 

0.  00 

0. 

00 

T 

T 

0. 

37 

38 

24  Hr.  Maximum 

3. 

69 

2. 

34 

3 

65 

2 

36 

1.  28 

1 

36 

0. 

61 

0.  49 

2. 

06 

3.  11 

2.  72 

3. 

14 

38 

Mean  No.  of  Days 

0.01  In      or  More 

11 

10 

10 

6 

3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

4 

8 

11 

38 

WIND  (MPH) 

Mean  Speed 
Prevailing  Direction 
Fastest  Speed  / 
Direction 


6.  7 

7.  5 

8.  5 

9.  5 

10.4 

10.  9 

11.  2 

10.  5 

9.  1 

7.6 

6.  3 

6.  5 

8.  7 

28 

N 

W 

W 

W 

W 

W 

W 

W 

W 

W 

W 

N 

47/ 

47/ 

44/ 

38/ 

38/ 

40/ 

38/ 

34/ 

32/ 

43/ 

41/ 

45/ 

36 

SE 

SW 

S 

W 

W 

W 

W 

W 

W 

SE 

S 

SE 

36 

MISCELLANEOUS 

Probable  Sunshine  (%)  ***     56         62  69  74         72  73         66         66         72         71         62         54  67  37 


Source  is  "Local  Climatological  Data,   1974,  San  Francisco, California  ,  Federal  Office  Building", 
U.S.  Dept.  of  Conrmierce  (Station  is  at  Federal  Office  Building,  Latitude:  37°  47'  N, 
Longitude:   122°  25'  W  and  155  feet  above  mean  sea  level.  ) 

T  =  Trace 

N  =  wind  from  the  north,  W  =  wind  from  the  east,  etc. 

«** 

Probable  sunshine  is  that  portion  of  the  daytime  when  no  cLoud  cover  existed.  (If  the  sun  shined  from  sunrise  to 
sunset,  this  figure  would  be  100%.  ) 
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III.    ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING 

Street  monitoring  station.    Table  III-2  indicates  the  number  of  days 
when  air  quality  was  exceeded  at  the  same  station.    The  period  of 
best  air  quality  corresponds  with  the  period  of  higher  wind  speeds 
which  occurs  during  the  summer  months.    During  the  winter  months, 
with  greater  occurrences  of  wind  flowing  from  the  east  and  southeast, 
and  at  lower  speeds,   sulfur  dioxide  concentrations  tend  to  increase. 
These  are  largely  attributable  to  industrial  facilities  in  the  East  Bay. 
Vehicular  and  building  emissions  are  the  other  sources  in  the  sur- 
rounding area  which  contribute  contaminants  to  the  vicinity  of  the 
project  site. 

3.  Transportation:     The  transportation  facilities  serving  the  site  include 
several  modes  and  access  routes  of  both  regional  and  local  signifi- 
cance.   A  detailed  description  along  with  illustrative  figures  is  in- 
cluded in  Appendix  C. 

Public  transit  facilities  within  walking  distance  of  the  site  provide 
both  regional  and  local  access.    Regional  public  transportation  is 
available  via  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit,   Golden  Gate  Transit,  and 
Greyhound  Lines.    Adjacent  Municipal  Railway  routes  serve  extensive 
areas  of  San  Francisco.    Taxi  service  is  also  available. 

Vehicular  access  to  and  from  all  San  Francisco  and  Bay  Area 
destinations  is  provided  by  nearby  freeways  and  major  arterial 
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Oxidant  (pphm  for  I  hr. ) 
^  Carbon  Monoxide  (ppm  for  I  hr.) 
Nitrogen  Dioxide  (pphm  for  Ihr. ) 
Sulfur  Dioxide  (pphnrj  for  24 hr.) 


MAM 


AVERAGE  MONTHLY  CONTAMINANT  CONCENTRATIONS 


notes: 

Where  one  hour  concentrations  are  shown,  that  represents  the  high  hour  of  each  day. 
Where  24  hour  concentration  are  shown,  that  represents  the  daily  24  hour  average. 


pphm  -  Parts  per  hundred  million 
ppm    -  Parts  per  million 

Source:  Bay  Area  Air  Pollution  Control  District 


PROPOSED  SAN  FRANCISCO  PERFORMING  ARTS  CENTER 

EXISTING  AIR  QUALITY 
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TABLE  III-2 
SAN  FRANCISCO  PERFORMING  ARTS  CENTER 

NUMBER  OF  DAYS  WHEN  AMBIENT  AIR  QUALITY 
STANDARDS  WERE  EXCEEDED  ^  ^ 


Year  Month  Contaminant 


OX  CO  NO2  SO2  SP 

1974  Jan.  0  2  0  0  0 
Feb.  0  0  0  0  0 
Mar.  0  0  0  0  0 
April  0  0  0  0  0 
May  0  0  0  0  1 
lune  0  0  0  0  1 
July  0  0  0  0  1 
Aug.  0  0  0  0  0 
Sept.  0  0  0  0  2 
Oct.  4  0  0  0  1 
Nov.  0  0  0  0  1 
Dec.  0  0  0  1  0 

1975  Jan.  0  10  0  1 
Feb.  0  0  0  0  0 


1.  Source:    Bay  Area  Air  Pollution  Control  District;  Monitoring  Station  at 

939  Ellis  Street,  San  Francisco. 

2.  Applicable:    Bay  Area  Air  Pollution  Control  District  Standards. 


Oxidant  (OX): 

8  pphnn  for  1  hr(F) 

Carbon  Monoxide  (CO): 
35  ppm  for  1  hour  or 
9  ppm  for  8  hrs  (F) 

Nitrogen  Dioxide  (NO2): 
25  pphm  for  1  hr  (S) 


Sulfur  Dioxide  (SO2): 
50  pphm  for  1  hr  or 
4  pphm  for  24  hrs  (S) 

Suspended  Particulates  (SP): 
100  micrograms  per  cubic 
meter  for  24  hours 


(S)    State  of  California  Standard 
(F)    Federal  Standard 
pphm  -  parts  per  hundred  million 
ppm    -  parts  per  million 
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III.    ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING 

streets.    Parking,  both  on-street  and  off-street,  exists  within  reason- 
able walking  distance  of  the  site.    Adjacent  streets  are  of  suitable 
dimensions  to  accommodate  all  types  of  trucks  and  buses. 

Pedestrian  movement  is  provided  for  in  all  directions  from  the 
site.    Bicycle  access  is  available;  Grove  Street,  adjacent  to  the  site, 
has  been  designated  a  bicycle  route  in  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan, 
as  has  nearby  Market  Street. 
4.  Aesthetics:     The  Civic  Center  consists  of  a  principal  aggregation 
of  monumental  buildings  around  a  central  open  space,  with  addition- 
al buildings  extending  the  principal  axis  at  either  end.    The  core  of 
the  City's  governmental  activities  functions  as  both  an  administrative 
and  cultural  center  for  the  City's  residents.    The  San  Francisco 
Civic  Center  is  regarded  by  many  scholars  as  the  finest  and  most 

complete  manifestation  of  the  City  Beautiful  Movement  in  the  United 

1/ 

States,  and  is  the  grandest  of  all  American  civic  complexes."" 

The  Civic  Center  was  planned  as  San  Francisco's  permanent 
pavillion  for  the  Panama -Pacific  Exhibition  of  1915,  and  built  with 
the  sentiment  that  San  Francisco  had  not  only  recovered  from  the 
earthquake,  but  had  become  a  thriving  metropolis  of  international 
importance.    The  grandeur  of  San  Francisco's  Civic  Center  results 
from  the  central  grouping  of  structures  around  the  open  plaza,  which 

1.      Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  Final  Case  Report, 
War  Memorial  Complex,  September  4,  1974. 

-  34  - 
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were  carefully  planned  to  relate  to  one  another  and  to  other  needs 
of  the  City. 

The  buildings  in  the  Civic  Center  are  good  examples  of  the 
classical  mode  within  the  context  of  the  City  Beautiful  Movement. 
Placed  around  a  central  open  plaza,  the  City  Hall,  Civic  Auditorium, 
State  Building,  Library  and  Health  Building  were  part  of  the  main 
quadrangle.    The  War  Memorial  Complex  (Opera  House  and  Veterans-' 
Building),  constructed  about  twenty  years  after  the  original  plan,  ex- 
panded the  Civic  Center  in  function  and  design,  providing  a  comple- 
mentary backdrop  to  the  Van  Ness  Avenue  exit  from  the  City  Hall, 
yet  not  overpowering  it.    The  old  Federal  Building,  constructed 
several  years  after  the  War  Memorial  Complex,  continued  the  class- 
ical idiom.    (See  Plate  3,  Page  16,  for  location  plan.  ) 

The  architectural  unity  of  the  Civic  Center  Area  is  achiev- 
ed through  a  harmony  of  material,  scale,  size,  texture,  rhythm  and 
style.    The  City  Hall  is  an  excellent  building,  generally  acclaimed 

1 

as  one  of  the  finest  examples  of  the  French  Renaissance  in  America." 
The  other  buildings  in  the  group,  although  good  buildings,  are  most 
important  for  the  way  they  complement  each  other  and  enhance  the 
group  without  distracting  from  the  City  Hall.    Seen  in  the  context  of 
the  Civic  Center  as  a  whole,  and  in  relation  to  City  Hall,  all  the 
buildings  together  achieve  distinction. 

1.      Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  Final  Case  Report, 
City  Hall,  December  1969. 
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Principles  of  the  City  Beautiful  movement  offered  much  of 
the  impetus  for  this  unity,  with  general  criteria  such  as:  symmet- 
rical arrangement;  uniform  building  setbacks;  and  light  color.  The 
following  is  a  description  of  the  notable  features  as  applied  to  the 
classical  structures  in  the  area,  and  particularly  how  structures 
were  planned  to  relate  to  one  another. 

Overall  form  is  expressed  by  symmetry  of  buildings  about 
the  plaza  in  terms  of  setbacks,  facade  length,  and  height.  Common 
facade  lines  are  maintained.    There  are  four  major  horizontal  lines 
expressed: 

1)  A  water  course  at  the  base  of  the  building. 

2)  A  belt  course,  water  course  or  cornice  usually  one- 
third  the  way  up.    There  is  more  variation  in  the 
placement  and  expression  of  this  line  than  the  others. 
This  is  most  strongly  expressed  in  the  Library. 

3)  A  cornice  line  expressing  the  top  floor  line.    In  the 
City  Hall,  Federal  and  State  Buildings,  this  is  the 
strongest  line. 

4)  Parapet  line /roof  line /cornice  at  the  top  of  the  facade. 
Where  a  hip  or  mansard  roof  is  applied,  the  parapet 
is  omitted. 
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m.    ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING 


Architectural  unity  is  expressed  by  similarly  proportioned 
elements.    The  scale  and  nature  of  architectural  elements,  such 
as  colximns,  pilasters,  arches  and  widely  spaced  small  rectangular 
windows  fall  within  a  harmonious  range.    Visible  roof  forms  are 
hip  or  mansard.    Facades  are  heavily  detailed,  clearly  articulated 
and  balanced.    Texture  and  shadow  are  provided  by  recessed  win- 
dows and  door  openings,  projected  columns,  pilasters,  and  hori- 
zontal lines.    Rusticated  stonework  provides  a  unifying  pattern  and 
is  used  in  contrast  to  the  smooth  stonework.    Cornice  and  sculptur- 
ed relief  details  are  used.    Verticality  of  relationship  of  voids  to 
masses  occurs.    Windows  are  recessed  in  the  facade,  vertical  in 
emphasis,  rhythmically  spaced  and  often  flanked  by  pilasters.  The 
window  openings  contribute  to  the  organization  of  the  facade.  Both 
arched  and  rectangular  windows  are  present,  often  varying  between 
stories.    Buildings  maintain  similarly  colored  stone  facing;  slight 
differences  in  hue  contribute  to  a  subtle  variety  yet  maintain  a  strong 
sense  of  unity.    These  characteristics  are  general,  but  recognize 
some  of  the  important  elements  present. 

Preliminary  work  is  now  underway  towards  initiating  desig- 

1/ 

nation  of  the  Civic  Center  as  a  Historic  District." 

1.      The  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage  has  prepared  a 
detailed  report,  in  the  form  of  a  Nomination  Form  for  the  National  Register 
of  Historic  Places,  which  has  been  instigative  in  local  consideration  of  de- 
signation of  a  Historic  District.    Much  of  the  material  within  this  section  on 
Aesthetics  is  derived  from  material  within  that  report  or  research  resulting 
therefrom. 
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III.    ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING 


Farther  from  the  site,  but  still  visible,  are  several  relatively- 
new  highrise  buildings:    The  Federal  Office  Building,  Grosvenor 
(formerly  Fox)  Plaza  and  the  California  State  Automobile  Association 
Building.    The  Federal  Office  Building  facade  contains  Sierra  white 
granite  relating  to  the  colors  of  the  Civic  Center  buildings,  however, 
its  overall  impression  is  dark.    Its  scale  is  huge  and  its  style  con- 
temporary, as  are  the  other  highrise  buildings. 

Photographs  of  some  of  the  buildings  in  the  Civic  Center  area 
are  shown  on  Plates  9,   10,   11,  and  12. 
5.  Land  Use;     The  project  site  is  zoned  for  public  use.    A  map  showing 
zoned  land  uses  for  the  surrounding  area  is  presented  on  Plate  13. 
Table  III-3  presents  a  comparison  of  zoned  land  uses  versus  actual 
land  uses. 

To  the  west  of  the  project  site  the  area  makes  a  transition  from 
commercial  to  residential  uses.    To  the  south  the  area  has  general 
commercial  uses;  to  the  east  and  north  are  public  uses.  Approximately 
2,  000  people  live  in  apartment  buildings  in  the  area  defined  on  Plate 
13.—^  These  buildings  generally  have  commercial  units  on  the  first 
floor  and  were  built  prior  to  1940,  with  the  exception  of  Grosvenor 
Plaza.      The  commercial  units  are  generally  stores  and  small 

1.     Source:    1970  U.S.  Census  of  Population  and  Housing. 
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PROPOSED  SAN  FRANCISCO  PERFORMING  ARTS  CENTER 

AERIAL  PHOTOGRAPHS  OF  SITE 
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TABLE  III- 3 
SAN  FRANCISCO  PERFORMING  ARTS  CENTER 
ZONED  AND  ACTUAL  LAND  USES  * 

Zoned  Ce 

P  (Public)  45 

C-2        (Community  Business)  30 

C-3-C  (Downtown  General  Commercial)  15 

C-M      (Heavy  Commercial)  10 

Actual 

Public  60 

Residential  w/Commercial  15 

General  Commercial  20 
Heavy  Commercial  5. 


For  that  area  of  Civic  Center  as  shown  on  Plate  13. 
Tudor  Engineering  Company  Survey 
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III.    ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING 

offices.    The  majority  of  people  who  live  in  the  area  work  in  service 

oriented  jobs  within  San  Francisco  although  not  necessarily  in  the 

1/ 

area.— 

To  the  northwest  of  the  project  site  is  the  redevelopment  area 

known  as  Western  Addition  Area  Two. 

6.  Performing  Arts  Facilities;     Performing  arts  groups  in  the  City 

vary  greatly  in  size  from  the  small  neighborhood  groups,  which  use 

small  theaters,  warehouses  and  the  streets,  to  the  San  Francisco 

Opera,  Symphony  and  Ballet  Companies,whose  present  home  is  the 

War  Memorial  Opera  House. 

The  Opera  House  is  a  3250  seat  theater,  designed  essentially 

for  stage  performances.    In  19V4,  it  was  booked  for  258  occasions 

which  included  matinee  and  evening  performances,  morning 

rehearsals , and  other  miscellaneous  events.    This  full  schedule, along 

with  the  setting  and  dismantling  of  staging,  which  takes  a  certain 

amount  of  time,  restricts  the  number  of  performances  and  the  schedul- 
ing of  its  user  groups.    There  is  a  proposal  presently  underway  to 

2  / 

construct  an  addition  at  the  rear  of  the  Opera  House,—  which  would 
include  dressing  rooms,  coaching  rooms,  choral  and  ensemble  re- 
hearsal space,  offices,  and  a  production  scenery  storage  area,  which 
could  provide  storage  for  up  to  the  full  scenery  requirements  of  an 
opera  season. 


1.  Source:    1970  U.S.  Census  of  Population  and  Housing. 

2.  R75.  22,  City  Planning  Commission,  May  29,  1975,  ".  ...in  conformity 
with  the  Master  Plan,"  Negative  Declaration,  May  9,  1975. 
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III.    ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING 

Other  major  theaters  in  the  City  and  in  the  Bay  Area  do  not 
provide  the  combination  of  seating  capacity,  acoustic  quality,  stag- 
ing area  and  rehearsal  facilities  necessary  to  sustain  major  perform- 
ing groups  on  a  continuous  basis.     A  list  of  major  area  theaters  is 
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presented  in  Table  III-4.    Generally,  these  theaters  serve  multi- 
purpose needs  including  lectures  as  well  as  dramatic  and  musical 
performances.    Some  are  used  by  the  San  Francisco  Symphony  and 
Ballet,  on  occasion,  when  a  conflict  arises  with  the  Opera  House 
schedule  or  when  regional  exposure  is  desired. 

Medium  size  theaters,   such  as  the  War  Memorial  Veterans' 
Auditorium  and  the  Palace  of  Fine  Arts  Theater,  tend  to  serve  the 
smaller  performing  companies,  such  as  the  Western  Opera  and  Pacific 
Ballet.    They  do  not,  however,  offer  the  intimacy  and  acoustic 
quality  desirable    for  chamber  music,  choral  groups,  recitals,  or 
auditions  and  do  not  provide  separate  facilities  for  rehearsals  or 
practice  sessions. 

Facilities  for  smaller  community  groups  are  generally  make- 
shift and  in  need  of  improvement.    The  Art  Commission  in  its  October, 
1973,  report  on  Community  Art,  Needs  and  Resources-^^ddressed  the 
needs  of  these  groups  and  proposed  an  initial  program  prescribing 
purchase,  lease,  transfer,  rehabilitation  and  provision  of  facilities. 
B.     Project  Site 

1.  Existing  Use;     The  proposed  project  site  is  presently  utilized  as  a 
parking  lot  with  a  marked  capacity  of  320  spaces.    The  lot  is  used 
prinicipally  by  employees  of  the  City,  the  California  State  Automobile 

Association,  and  the  Unified  School  District,  as  well  as  by  persons 

1.     On  file  and  available  for  public  review  at  the  Department 
of  City  Planning. 
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TABLE  III-  4 
SAN  FRANCISCO  PERFORMING  ARTS  CENTER 
MAJOR  THEATERS  IN  SAN  FRANCISCO  AND  THE  BAY  AREA* 


San  Francisco 


No.  of  Seats 


Civic  Center  Auditorium 

Curran  Theater 

Geary  Theater 

Masonic  Auditorium 

Opera  House 

Orpheum  Theater 

Palace  of  Fine  Arts  Theater 

Veterans'  Auditorium 


4300  (+3700  movable) 

1768 

1500 

3165 

3250 

1865 

1003 

1100 


Bay  Area 


Berkeley  Community  Theater,  Berkeley  3497 

Center  for  Performing  Arts,  San  Jose  2701 

Flint  Center,  Cupertino  2600 
Marin  Veterans' Memorial  Auditorium, 

San  Rafael  2003 

Paramount  Theater,  Oakland  3000 

Zellerbach  Auditorium,  Berkeley  2000 


*    Theaters  listed  are  those  which  regularly  hold  "performing 
arts"  events,  as  demonstrated  by  their  listings  in  the  San 
Francisco  Examiner- Chronicle. 
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working  at  and  visiting  the  Opera  House,  Brooks  Hall  and  Nourse 
Auditorium  (1836  seats,  located  in  the  School  District  Building). 
The  lot  is  filled  to  capacity  on  most  weekdays  and  on  evenings  of 
the  week  when  civic  events  take  place  in  the  area. 

2.  Site  Description  and  Topography;    The  present  parking  lot  is  asphalt 
paved,  approximately  275  feet  by  385  feet,  situated  approximately 
48  feet  above  mean  sea  level.    The  surface  of  the  lot  is  essentially 
flat  except  for  some  slope  in  the  vicinity  of  drainage  grills  and  en- 
trance ramps.    The  paved  surface  of  the  lot  is  depressed  a  distance 
varying  from  0  to  4  feet  below  the  level  of  the  sidewalks  which  sur- 
round the  lot.    Vehicular  access  to  the  lot  is  provided  by  four  ramps, 
one  on  Grove  Street,  and  three  on  Hayes  Street.    Pedestrian  access 
is  located  at  the  corners  of  Hayes  and  Van  Ness,  and  Grove  and  Van 
Ness. 

3.  Geology,  Soils  and  Seismicity;     The  site  is  underlain  by  sands  and 
sandy  clays,  of  moderate  to  high  earthquake  stability,  with  bedrock 
at  a  depth  of  approximately  160  feet  below  mean  sea  level,  about 
200  feet  below  the  surface.    The  uppermost  layer  consists  of  dune 
sands  from  10  to  20  feet  deep.    This  layer  is  underlain  by  about  180 
feet  of  unconsolidated  fine  to  medium  sand  with  small  to  moderate 
amounts  of  clay.    The  underlying  bedrock  consists  of  sheared  rocks, 
undifferentiated  coherent  blocks  and  pieces  of  hard  rock  in  a  matrix 

-  45  - 


m.    ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING 


1/ 

of  sheared  shale  and  serpentine." 

2/ 

There  are  no  known  active  faults—  in  the  vicinity  or  within 

3/ 

the  City  of  San  Francisco.—     The  source  of  major  seismic  events 


1.  "Geology  of  The  San  Francisco  North  Quadrangle,  California," 

Geological  Survey  Professional  Paper  782. 

2.  An  active  fault  is  one  which  has  moved  in  recent  geologic  time 
and  could  resaonably  be  expected  to  move  within  the  lifetime 
of  the  proposed  building. 

3.  "San  Francisco  Seismic  Safety  Investigation",  John  A.  Blume 
and  Associates,  June  1974. 
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is  the  San  Andreas  fault  system,  which  is  about  8  miles  west  of  the 

site.    The  "Blume  Report"— ^places  the  site  in  a  region  predicted 

to  experience  very  strong—  ground  shaking  in  a  major  earthquake, 

but  not  to  experience  liquefaction  or  subsidence.    The  maximum 

credible  basement  rock  acceleration  for  the  site  has  been  estimated 
3  / 

by  Greensfelder  —  to  be  in  the  order  of  0.5g  (50  percent  of  gravity, 

16  feet  per  second  per  second). 
4.     Noise:      Existing  noise  levels  have  been  measured  in  the  vicinity 

of  the  site.    The  test  procedure  and  full  resxilts  are  included  in 
Appendix  D.    Noise  level  readings  taken  around  the  site  indicate 
that  background  noise  in  the  locale  is  loud  (in  excess  of  60  dBAi/) 
at  any  time  of  day.    The  Van  Ness  frontage  of  the  site  is  the  nois- 
iest.   The  noise  is  due  almost  solely  to  vehicular  traffic.  Traffic 
coming  to  an  evening  performance  at  the  present  Opera  House  pro- 
duces average 

1/  LIO,  L50,  L90       noise  level  readings  of  77  dBA, 


1.  "San  Francisco  Seismic  Safety  Investigation",  John  A.  Blume  and  Associates, 
June  1974. 

2.  "Very  strong"  is  defined  as  resulting  in  bad  cracking  of  masonry  with  occasional 
collapse. 

3.  "Maximum  Credible  Rock  Acceleration  from  Earthquakes  in  California,  " 
by  Roger  W.  Greensfelder,  California  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology. 

4.  dB  is  an  intensity  or  pressure  of  sound  in  decibels^  A  indicates  the  A- scale 
which  is  built  into  sound  level  meters  to  take  into  account  pitches  as  well  as 
volume.  Thus  dBA  corresponds  closely  to  the  way  in  which  people  perceive 
sound. 

5.  An  average  of  4  readings  at  different  locations  described  in  the  Noise  Survey 
contained  in  Appendix  D. 

6.  LIO  is  the  noise  level  in  decibels  (dBA)  which  is  exceeded  10  percent  of  the 
time;  similar ily  for  L50  and  L90. 
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70  dBA  and  61  dBA  respectively.    Daytime  traffic  produces  average 
LIO,  L50,  L90  noise  level  readings  of  80  dBA,  74  dBA  and  65  dBA. 
The  LIO,  L50,  L90  readings  for  the  questest  time  of  the  day 
(1-2  a.m.  )  give  average  noise  level  readings  of  73  dBA,  66  dBA 
and  56  dBA.    These  figures  may  be  compared  to  the  Department  of 
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Housing  and  Urban  Development  standards  for  new  construction—^ 
acceptable  -    does  not  exceed  45  dBA  more  than  30  minutes  per 
24  hours;  discretionary,  normally  acceptable     -    does  not  exceed 
65  dBA  more  than  8  hours  per  24  hours;  discretionary,  normally- 
unacceptable    -    exceeds  65  dBA  8  hours  for  24  hours,  loud  repet- 
itive sounds  on  site;  unacceptable  -    exceeds  80  dBA  60  minutes 
per  24  hours,   exceeds  75  dBA  8  hours  per  24  hours. 
5.      Plants  and  Animals;     The  natural  features  on  the  project  site  con- 
sist of  introduced  vegetation,    insects,  soil  organisms  and  a  few 
birds.    Vegetation  comprises  two  strips  of  non-indigenous  trees 
and  shrubs.    A  site  reconnaissance  was  conducted  by  Madrone 
Associates;  their  full  report  i/is  on  file  and  available  for  public 
review  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

Ten  blackwood  acacies  and  one  Catalina  ironwood  tree  an- 
planted  in  sidewalk  openings  along  Hayes  Street.    The  ironwood 
tree  is  approximately  15  feet  in  height,  and  the  acacias  are  from 
20  to  30  feet  in  height.    The  soil  surface  below  them,  totaling  ap- 
proximately 100  square  feet^is  covered  with  farmer's  foxtail,  an 
introduced  annual  grass. 


1.  HUD  circular  1390-2  (4  August  1971,  as  amended  1  September  1971). 

2.  Madrone  Associates  Letter,  Nona  B.  Dennis,  May  15,  1975. 
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The  plantings  along  Van  Ness  Avenue  are  in  an  unpaved  rec- 
tangle, approximately  275  feet  long  by  7.  5  feet  wide,  with  the  soil 
generally  exposed.    There  are  seven  London  plane  trees  which  are 
maintained  at  about  15  feet  in  height  as  a  result  of  periodic  pruning. 
The  ground  cover  shrubs  are  St.  John's  wort,  French  broom,  mirror 
leaf,  abelia  and  Carolina  laurel.    Four  bougainvillas  are  growing  on 
the  wall. 

At  the  site,  golden- crowned  and  white-crowned  sparrows,  robins. 
Brewer's  blackbirds,  starlings,  and  house  finches  may  occasionally 
use  the  trees,  while  the  ground  areas  are  more  likely  to  be  visited 
by  California  gulls  and  pigeons. 
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THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 


1.  Soil  stability  would  remain  unaffected  since  no  major 
excavation  nor  filling  of  soil  would  take  place.    The  excavation 
that  would  take  place  would  be  for  the  basement  and  would  be 
on  approximately  20  percent  of  the  site  to  an  average  depth 

of  15  feet. 

2.  Seismic  Hazard:      Since  no  major  alteration  of  the  soil  or 
water  table  at  the  site  would  take  place,  the  seismic  charac- 
teristics of  the  area  would  be  unaffected. 

Although  the  buildings  would  be  designed  in  accordance 
with  the  latest  building  codes,  certain  hazards  to  both  people 
and  property  would  be  introduced,  as  with  all  buildings  of  this 
type. 
B.  Microclimate 

1.     Wind;     Under  present  conditions  westerly  winds  (that  is,  from  the 
west)  blow  across  the  site  and  could,  at  times,  be  considered  un- 
comfortable.   Erection  of  a  building  would  block  the  thrust  of  winds 
across  Van  Ness  Avenue.  The  velocity,    or  force,  of  the  wind  along 
Hayes  and  Grove  Streets  would  then  tend  to  increase.    This  increase 
would  be  due  to  the  confining  action  and  the  subsequent  speeding  of 
the  wind  through  the  smaller  spaces  between  the  proposed  building 
and  the  existing  adjacent  buildings,  and  would  include  wind  currents 
at  upper  levels  which  would  be  deflected  from  the  building  towards  the 
ground. 
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THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 


2.     Shadows  that  do  not  exist  at  the  present  time  would  be  created 

by  the  proposed  buildings.    Depending  on  the  time  of  year,  the 

time  of  day  and  the  final  shape,  the  buildings  would  cause  shadows 

to  occur  on  Franklin  Street,    Grove  Street,  Van  Ness  Avenue,  and 

to  limited  extent,  Hayes  Street.    Plates  14,   15,  and  16  show 

shadow  studies. 
C.    Air  Quality 

1.  Construction  Operations  associated  with  the  proposed  project 
would  result  in  an  increase  in  the  level  of  particulates  (sand, 
cement,   dust,   etc.  )  present  in  the  atmosphere  in  the  immediate 
vicinity  of  the  site.    Measures  intended  to  minimize  this  effect 
on  air  quality  are  discussed  in  Chapter  V  of  this  report. 

2,  Building  Emissions:    The  theaters,  offices  and  rehearsal  rooms 

of  the  proposed  Center  would  be  heated  by  gas -fired  boilers  with 
oil  as  a  back-up  fuel.    The  emissions  from  the  building  would 

include  exhaust  air  from  the  air  conditioning  plant,  and 
nitrogen  oxides  and  particulates  from  the  burning  of  natural 
gas.    Sulfur  dioxide,  nitrogen  oxides  and  particulates  would  be 
released  into  the  atmosphere  on  the  occasions  when  oil  was 
being  used  for  heating.    Based  on  a  maximum  hourly  consump- 
tion of  5,  100  cubic  feet  of  natural  gas,— the  quantities  of 

1.     A  similar  quantity  of  gas  would  be  used  by  a  seven-story  office  building 
occupying  the  same  site. 
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nitrogen  oxides  and  particulates  released  into  the  atmosphere 

1/ 

per  hour  would  be  0.  5  pounds  and  0.  1  pounds,—  respectively. 
The  maximum  quantities  of  sulfur  dioxide,  nitrogen  oxides  and 
particulates  generated  by  an  hourly  consumption  of  37  gallons 

of  fuel  oil  (equivalent  to  5,  100  cubic  feet  of  natural  gas)  would 

2  / 

be  5.  0  pounds,   3.  7  pounds,  0.  7  pounds,—  respectively. 
3.  Vehicle  Emissions:      Pollutants  generated  by  traffic  to  the  proposed 
facility  would  be  similar  in  quantity  to  those  emitted  by  traffic  gener- 
ated from  performances  at  the  existing  Opera  House.  Particulates, 
carbon  monoxide,  nitrogen  oxide,  hydrocarbons  and  sulfur  oxide  are 
all  generated  by  vehicles.    Carbon  monoxide  is  discussed  further 
herein,  as  it  would  be  the  most  significant  of  the  pollutants  generated 
by  traffic,  due  to  its  localized  effects. 

3  / 

Table  IV  - 1  gives  a  summary  of  the  predicted—  carbon  monox- 
ide levels  in  the  area  of  the  site  for  conditions  with  and  without  the 
project.    The  "with  project"  condition  assumes  a  matinee  and  an  evening 

1.  "Source  Inventory  of  Air  Pollutant  Emissions  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay 
Area,  "  Bay  Area  Air  Pollution  Control  District,  1973, 

2.  Ibid. 

3.  The  air  pollution  calculations  are  based  on  emission  and  dispersion 
equations  established  by  the  Bay  Area  Air  Pollution  Control  District 

in  their  "Guidelines  for  Air  Quality  Impact  Analysis  of  Projects"  dated 
6/1/75.    The  calculations  are  on  file  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 
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performance  in  the  Symphony  Hall  added  to  the  background.     The  back- 
ground or  "without  project"  condition  includes  a  matinee  and  evening 
performance  in  the  Opera  House.    The  contribution  to  the  carbon  mon- 
oxide levels  produced  by  activities  at  the   new  center  represents  between 
2  and  4%  of  the  Standards.    Combining  the  project  contributions  with 
the  predicted  background,  the  sum  is  within  the  standards. 

Table  IV -1 

1980  Carbon  Monoxide  Pollution  Levels    in  mg/m 

AREA  POLLUTION 1 -hour  8-hour 

without  project  2.6  1.5 

with  project  3.3  1.9 

ROADSIDE  CONCENTRATION-^: 

withoiit  project  9.3  3.6 

with  project  10.  3  3.  9 

STANDARDS-^  40.000  10.000 


1.  For  one  kilometer  square  surrounding  the  site  (1  kilometer  =  .62  miles) 

2.  Based  on  Van  Ness  Avenue  traffic.    This  is  the  street  which  presently 
has  the  greatest  traffic  flow  in  the  area  excluding  the  freeway  and  is 
assumed  to  receive  the  greatest  traffic  increase  due  to  the  project. 

3.  40  mg/m    =  35  ppm 
10  mg/m^  =    9  ppm 


-  55a  - 


IV.    THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 


D.    Transportation  and  Circulation 

A  detailed  transportation  impact  report  is  presented  in 

Appendix  C.    Basically,  a  matinee  or  evening  performance  at  the 

proposed  Performing  Arts  Center  would  create  congestion  similar 

to  that  which  exists  for  such  a  performance  at  the  Opera  House. 

This  amounts  to  crowding  of  sidewalks  for  periods  up  to  15  minutes, 
and  traffic  congestion,  due  to  queuing  of  vehicles  either  entering  or 
exiting  the  existing  parking  lot,  for  periods  up  to  30  minutes.  During 

matinee  performances,  curbside  parking  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed 

center  would  be  preempted  by  charter  busses  transporting  patrons. 

Parking  facilities  within  the  Civic  Center  during  matinee  performances 

would  be  virtually  unobtainable;  during  an  evening  performance  curbside 
spaces  would  be  filled  for  a  2  -  3  block  radius.    There  would  be  an 

impact  (approximately  660  additional  passengers)  on  public  transportation 

following  matinee  performances,  which  woiild  discharge  close  to  the 

beginning  of  the  afternoon  peak  periods.    There  would  be  approximately 

160  additional  passengers  on  transit  at  other  times. 

When  concurrent  performances  at  the  Opera  House  and  proposed 

Performing  Arts  Center  occur,  parking  demand  and  traffic  volumes  would 
approximately  double  that  generated  by  a  single  performance.  Patrons 
parking  during  concurrent  matinee  performances  might  be  required  to  walk 
four  blocks  or  farther;  parking  conditions  during  concurrent  evening  per- 
formances would  be  less  severe  resulting  from  the  absence  of  demand 
from  the  daytime  commuter  and  business  populations,  but  curbside  parking 
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would  still  be  filled  for  a  3  -  4  block  radius.    Localized  vehicular 
and  pedestrian  congestion,  as  well  as  the  inapact  on  public  transpor- 
tation, would  be  significantly  increased  if  performances  commenced 
or  terminated  simultaneously. 
E.  Water 

1,  Runoff  from  the  existing  paved  site  drains  into  the  San  Francisco 
combined  storm  and  sanitary  sewer  system.    The  amount  of 
runoff  generated  by  the  2.  4  acre  site  based  on  an  annual  precipi- 
tation of  21  o  5  inches  is  approximately  4.  1  acre  feet  per  year.—/ 
Runoff  will  be  essentially  unchanged  by  this  project  since  buildings 
would  cover  the  entire  area  and  would  have  a  similar  runoff 
coefficient. 

2.  Groundwater  at  the  site  is  approximately  10  to  20  feet  below  the  existing 
surface.    The  proposed  structure  would  be  built  mostly  at  the  existing 
grade  level^causing  no  interference  with  the  ground  water  table.  The 
maximum  depth  of  excavation  would  be  approximately  2  5  feet  below  the 
existing  surface  and  might  require  temporary  dewatering  during  con- 
struction.   Although  minor  settlement  may  result  from  this  dewatering, 
it  would  not  affect  the  surrounding  buildings  or  streets.    This  project 
would  cause  no  hazard  to  the  contamination  of  groundwater  above  that 
which  currently  exists. 

1.    This  assumes  that  95  percent  of  the  precipitation  is  runoff. 
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F.     Utilities  and  Servicca 

1.  Water  Supply;     The  peak  demand  for  water  is  expected  to  be  approxi- 
mately 250  gallons  per  minute,  while  during  a  day  when  two  major  per- 
formances take  place,  36,  000  gallons  would  be  used.~^   The  San  Francisco 
Water  Department  has  stated       that  its  existing  mains,  reservoirs,  and 
other  installations  would  be  adequate  to  supply  the  expected  demand  for 
water  supply. 

2.  Wastewater  Service:    The  dry  weather  flow  to  the  sewer  system  would  be 
0.  036  million  gallons  per  day  (mgd  ),  approximately  the  same  as  the 
water  supply  demand.    The  public  sewers  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project 
are  combined  sewers  which  are  adequate  to  accept  runoff  for  the  once 

in  five  year  storm. ^   When  storm  runoff  exceeds  the  sewer  capacity, 
it  would  be,  as  at  present,  transported  on  the  street  surface. 

The  sewage  from  the  project  would  be  given  primary  treat- 
ment at  the  North  Point  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant.  The  quantity  from 
the  proposed  Center  would  represent  approximately  0.06%  of  the 

average  dry  weather  flow  treated  per  day  at  the  present  time  at  that 
plant.  Since  the  City  storm  drainage  system  and  sewage  drainage  sys- 
tem are  combined,  peak  wet  weather  flow  is  discharged  into  San  Fran- 
cisco Bay.  The  San  Francisco  Bay  Regional  Water  Quality  Control 
Board  has  cited  the  North  Point  Plant  because  it  does  not  comply 
with  required  water  quality  standards  under  these  circumstances. 

1.  Tudor  Engineering  Company  Estimate. 

2.  S.  F.  Water  Department  Letter,  J.  E.  Kenck,  June  2,  1975 

3.  S.F.  Department  of  Public  Works  Letter ,  Robert  C.  Levy,  June  4,  1975 
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Implementation  of  the  Wastewater  Master  Plan,      which  calls  for 
eventual  phasing  out  of  the  North  Point  Plant,  will  ultimately  lead 
to  substantial  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  Water  Quality 
Control  Board.  In  the  interim,  the  sewage  produced  by  the  subject 
project  would  not  be  a  significant  addition  to  the  present  overflow 
situation. 

3.  Solid  Waste:     Approximately  8  cubic  yards  of  solid  waste  would  be 
generated  per  day  at  the  proposed  Performing  Arts  Center  when  per- 
formances are  taking  place  in  the  main  theater. This  quantity  would 
be  somewhat  less  on  the  days  when  no  performances  are  scheduled  and 
more  on  days  when  two  performances  occur. 

■5/ 

The  Golden  Gate  Disposal  Company  has  indicated^that 
the  handling  of  the  wastes  from  the  proposed  Center  would  pre- 
sent no  unusual  problems.    Waste  would  be  disposed  of  at  the 
Mountain  View  landfill,  which  has  approximately  eight  years 
remaining  before  it  reaches  capacity. 

4.  Electricity:    The  total  connected  load  to  supply  the  electrical 
needs  of  the  proposed  Performing  Arts  Center,  including  the 


1.  "Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  and  Statement,  San  Francisco  Wastewater 
Master  Plan,  "  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  and  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  February  1974. 

2.  This  figure  is  an  estimate  based  on  the  existing  Opera  House  producing  6  to  8 
cubic  yards  of  solid  waste  during  the  period  when  symphony  performances 
are  taking  place. 

3.  Golden  Gate  Disposal  Company  Letter,  Mafiuel  C.  Conte,  June  5,  1975 
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parking  garage,  is  2470  kilowatts    (KW).      This  connected  load 

represents  the  maximum  likely  need  for  electricity  at  any 

one  time  for  lighting,  air  conditioning,  and  outlets^  The 

figure  is  based  on  concurrent  use  of  the  main  hall,  recital 

hall,  administrative  areas  and  the  garage.    The  maximum  load 

would  be  reached  on  a  summer  afternoon  or  evening  when  air 

conditioning  is  required  and  all  facilities  are  in  full  use. 

The  average  monthly  utilization  of  electricity  would  be 

315,  000  KWh  for  a  month  during  the  summer  and  237,  000  KWh 

for  a  winter  month.    These  figures  are  based  on  the  utilization 

of  outside  air  for  cooling  in  the  winter.    Using  l65,  000  square 

feet  as  the  floor  area  for  the  Center,  the  monthly  load  demand 

during  the  summer  would  be  1,65  kilowatt -hours  per  square 

foot  per  month.    For  the  garage,  the  demand  would  be  0.  4 

kilowatt  hours  per  square  foot  per  month. 

Plate  17  gives  the  anticipated  day  to  day  electric  load 

distribution  curve  for  a  hypothetical  week.— ^   Plate  18  shows  the 

yearly  electric  load  distribution  curve. 


1.      This  hypothetical  week  gives  a  maximum  usage  of  electricity. 

It  assumes  the  following  schedule  of  performances;    Sunday-main  hall 
matinee,  main  hall  evening;  Monday-recital  hall  evening;  Tuesday-recital 
hall  evening;  Wednesday-recital  hall  matinee,  recital  hall  evening; 
Thursday-main  hall  evening;  Friday-main  hall  evening;  Saturday-main 
hall  matinee,  main  hall  evening. 
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Assumptions  and  computations -^^ used  to  develop  these  curves 
are  on  file  and  available  for  public  review  at  the  Department  of  City- 
Planning. 

5.  Gas  and  Oil;    The  proposed  Center  would  be  heated  by  boilers  fired 


with  natural  gas  supplied  by  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company. 

2/ 

PG&E  has  stated  — '  that  steam  distribution  facilities  are  not  avail- 
able at  the  site  and  that,  in  the  long  run,  there  may  be  interruption 
to  the  supply  of  natural  gas  3/  bee  ause  of  the  diminishing  supply  of 
this  resource.    Because  of  this,  the  boilers  would  be  designed  for 
fueling  by  oil  as  well  as  natural  gas. 

The  expected  peak  fossil  fuel  energy  demand  is  estimated  at 
5,  100,  000  British  Thermal  Units  per  hour  (BTU/hour).    In  terms 
of  natural  gas,  this  would  represent  a  peak  demand  of  5,  100  cubic 
feet  per  hour,  while  for  fuel  oil,  the  peak  energy  requirements 

represent  a  demand  of  37  gallons  per  hour.  The  daily  load  distri- 
bution demand  curve  in  the  coolest  months  is  presented  in  Plate  19. 

During  the  warmer  months,  the  daily  load  distribution  de- 
mand curve  would  be  similar  in  shape  to  the  curve  for  the  winter 
months  with  magnitude  reduced  about  50  percent.    The  annual  load 
distribution  curve  is  presented  in  Plate  20.  The  average  daily  con- 


1.  "Analysis  of  Electric,  Gas  and  Fuel  Oil  Requirements  for  the  Proposed  San 
Francisco  Performing  Arts  Center",  Walton  N.  Hershfield,  June  1975. 

2.  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  Letter,  D.  G.  Waterworth,  May  30,  1975 

3.  "Gas  Supplies  Forecast,   1974-1977,  "  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company 
July  1974 
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sumption  of  fossil  fuel  per  square  foot  of  internal  floor  space  has 
been  estimated  to  be  224  BTU  per  day. 

6.  Telephone  Service:     The  Pacific  Telephone  and  Telegraph  Company- 
has  stated— '^that  existing  facilities  are  adequate  to  accommodate  the 
increased  demand  for  service  resulting  from  the  proposed  project. 
To  do  so,  it  would  be  necessary  to  construct  a  new  manhole,  which 
might  cause  some  disruption  to  traffic  in  the  area  for  a  few  days. 

2/ 

7.  Fire  Protection;    The  San  Francisco  Fire  Department  has  stated  — 
that  the  proposed  project  would  require  no  additional  personnel  or 
equipment  for  the  furnishing  of  fire  protection. 

3  / 

8.  Police  Services;      The  San  Francisco  Police  Department  has  stated  — 
that  the  additional  people  and  vehicles  generated  by  this  project  would 
require  additional  police  services  above  what  is  now  required  for  the 

area. 

G.     Land  Use 

1.  Master  Plan  Objectives  are  contained  in  the  Comprehensive  Plan  of  the 

4/ 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.    The  adopted  Civic  Center  Plan- 
sets  forth  several  policies  regarding  future  development  of  the  Civic 
Center  which  are  applicable  to  the  review  of  the  subject  proposal. 

1.  Pacific  Telephone  and  Telegraph  Company  Letter,  D.  C.  Kane, 
June  4,  1975. 

2.  S.F.  Fire  Department  Letter,  Chief  Rene  A.  Gautier,  May  30,  1975. 

3.  S.F.  Police  Department  Letter,  James  P.  Shannon,  June  19,  1975. 

4.  Civic  Center  Plan,  Comprehensive  Plan  of  San  Francisco,  adopted 
by  City  Planning  Commission,  July  25,  1974. 
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"Objective  One,  Policy  2.    Maintain  the  formal  architectural 
character  of  the  Civic  Center  ....  The  core  of  the  Civic  Center 
is  composed  of  classic  Greek  revival  structures  of  exceptional 
quality  that  set  the  architectural  character  of  the  area.    The  sym- 
metrical arrangement  of  buildings,  uniform  height,  and  the  appli- 
cation of  common  building  lines  and  architectural  features  rein- 
force the  unity  of  the  formal  composition  ....  New  buildings 
should  be  designed  to  complement  the  Center's  existing  architect- 
ural character. 

"Objective  One,  Policy  3.      Design  Civic  Center  buildings  and 
open  spaces  to  serve  as  public  gathering  places  for  ceremonial, 
cultural,  recreational,  and  other  community  activities. 

"Objective  One,  Policy  4.    Provide  a  sense  of  identity  and  co- 
hesiveness  through  unifying  street  and  Plaza  design  treatments. 
Identity  of  the  Civic  Center  as  the  focus  of  government  and  culture 
in  San  Francisco  should  be  reinforced  through  the  use  of  common 
design  elements  such  as  sidewalk  ....  paving  (and)  ....  landscap- 
ing ....  Related  architectural  elements  such  as  the  color  and  tex- 
ture of  materials  should  also  be  used  throughout  the  area  to  reinforc 
its  overall  unity.    Widened  pedestrian  lanes  in  front  of  City  Hall 
and  at  other  locations,  with  special  design  treatment  related  to 
adjacent  uses,  would  add  to  the  unity  and  formalism  of  the  Center." 
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"Objective  Two,  Policy  2.    Locate  civic  cultural  facilities 
in  the  Civic  Center.    Identity  of  the  Civic  Center  as  the  cultural 
focus  of  the  community  is  enhanced  through  the  location  in  this 
area  of  a  variety  of  cultural  facilities  such  as  museums,  concert 
halls  and  library  .... 

"Objective  Three,  Policy  1.    Locate  buildings  ....  attracting 
large  numbers  of  visitors  in  convenient  pedestrian  proximity  to 
public  transit  and  off-street  parking  facilities. 

"Objective  Three,  Policy  2.    Locate  parking  facilities  beyond 
the  western  periphery  of  the  Civic  Center  core,  with  direct  vehic- 
ular access  to  major  thoroughfares." 

The  project  is  generally  in  accord  with  these  policies.  However, 
depending  upon  final  design,  the  proposal  either  may  or  may  not  com- 
plement the  Civic  Center's  existing  architectural  character.  The 
matters  of  landscaping  and  widened  pedestrian  lanes,  with  special  de- 
sign treatment  related  to  adjacent  uses,  are  also  unresolved. 

The  Urban  Design  Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan— in  Policy 
for  Conservation  No.  6,  states  "Respect  the  character  of  older  develop- 
ment nearby  in  the  design  of  new  buildings.  Similar  care  should  be  ex- 
ercised in  the  design  of  new  buildings  to  be  constructed  near  historic 

1.   Urban  Design  Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan  of  San  Francisco, 
adopted  by  City  Planning  Commission,  August  26,  1971. 
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landmarks  and  in  older  areas  of  established  character.    The  new 
and  old  can  stand  next  to  one  another  with  pleasing  effects,  but 
only  if  there  is  a  similarity  of  successful  transition  in  scale,  build- 
ing form  and  proportion.    The  detail,  texture,  color  and  materials 
of  the  old  should  be  repeated  or  complemented  by  the  new.  " 

Again,  depending  upon  final  design,  the  proposal  may  or  may  not 
complement  the  old  buildings.    It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  the 
project  sponsors,  in  their  letter  of  July  16,  1975,  included  herein  in 
Section  B.  2.  of  Chapter  XIII,  stated  their  intention  to  develop  a  design 
which  would  be  completely  compatible  with  its  surroundings.  ' 
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2.     Aesthetics;     Plates  21  and  22  show  a  model—  of  the  proposed  Per- 
forming Arts  Center  and  its  relation  to  existing,  adjacent  buildings. 
The    structure  would  be  monumental  in  appearance  and  as  such  would 
be  in  harmony  with  the  scale  and  symbolic  character  of  the  other 
governmental  buildings  in  the  Civic  Center.    The  building  would 
not  exhibit  the  classic  Renaissance  style  of  the  existing  buildings, 
but,  in  the  development  of  detailed  designs,  attention  would  be  given 

to  relating  the  proposed  building  to  the  existing  buildings  by  main- 
taining similar  heights  for  major  elements,  through  the  use  of  a 

gray  masonry  facade  and  through  other  appropriate  measures. 
The  proposed  open-walled  parking  garage,  however,  would  be  dis- 
similar to  nearby  buildings.    The  new  structure,  through  its  diagonal 
orientation  of  the  main  pedestrian  entrance,  would  develop  a  focus 
on  City  Hall.    Its  construction  on  an  existing  parking  lot  would,  how- 
ever, block  a  view  of  City  Hall  from  across  the  lot,  as  seen  in  Plate 
IIB,  page  38,  but  in  doing  so  would  create  views  of  a  new  structure. 


1.      The  model  was  developed  to  show  such  elements  as  height,  mass,  setback 
and  orientation,  as  were  the  elevations,  and  in  some  minor  details  it  differs 
from  the  elevations  included  herein.    The  model  includes  the  proposed  addi- 
tion at  the  rear  of  the  Opera  House. 
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3,     Archaeological  and  Historical:    No  significant  historical  or  arch- 
aeological remains  are  likely  to  be  encountered  on  the  site.  A 
report  by  Archaeological  Consulting  and  Research  Services -^-/giving 
further  information  and  noting  that  an  archaeological  discovery  of 
major  importance  was  found  in  the  vicinity  in  1969,  is  in  Department 

of  City  Planning  files  and  available  for  public  review. 

H,  Plants  and  Animals: 

The  existing  trees  and  vegetation  on  Van  Ness  Avenue  would 
be  removed  along  with  three  or  four  of  the  trees  on  Hayes  Street. 
New  vegetation  would  be  introduced  on  the  Franklin,  Hayes  and 
Grove  Street  sides  of  the  parking  structure,  and  possibly  in  other 
locations . 

I,  Health  and  Safety 

1.    Construction  Hazards  would  be  present  during  the  construction 
phase.     Heavy  construction  equipment  would  be  required  for 
excavation  and  erection  of  the  structures. 


.     Archaeological  Consulting  and  Research  Services  Letter 
Stephen  H.  Dietz,  May  14,  1975 
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2,    Noise:    Existing  noise  levels  at  the  proposed  site  might  be 

slightly  exceeded  because  of  the  additional  traffic  generated  by- 
events  at  the  proposed  Center,    The  LIO,  L50,  L90  average  noise 

level  readings  of  77  dBA,  70dBA,  and  6 IdBA  recorded  during  a 
performance  at  the  existing  Opera  House  would  be  equalled 

during  evening  performances  at  the  proposed  Performing 

Arts  Center,    These  recorded  noise  levels  might  increase 

when  concurrent  performances  are  held  at  both  the  Opera 

House  and  the  Performing  Arts  Center.    The  increase  would 

probably  not  be  perceptible  and  would  be  unlikely  to  exceed 

daytime  noise  levels.    Daytime  noise  levels  would  not  be  altered 

because  the  major  contributor  to  daytime  noise  is  commercial 

traffic,  and  this  mode  would  not  be  affected  by  the  project. 
Generally,  the  project  would  be  compatible  with  the  Transportation 

Noise  policy  to  "Locate  new  noise-generating  development  so  that 

the  noise  impact  is  reduced."  — 


1,     Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan,  Objectives 
and  Policies  for  Transportation  Noise  Control,  Objective  3,  Policy  3; 
adopted  by  City  Planning  Commission  on  September  19,  1974. 
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MITIGATION  MEASURES  PROPOSED  TO  MINIMIZE  THE  IMPACT 


A.  Construction 

During  the  construction  phase,  measures  would  be  taken  to  minimize 
hazards  to  the  public  and  the  construction  workers  by  fencing,  traffic 
control,  and  strict  adherence  by  the  building  contractor  to  the  CAL  - 
OSHA  requirements  and  other  State,  Federal,  and  City  laws  governing 
construction  activities.    Construction  noise  levels  would  comply  with 
standards  of  the  City  noise  ordinance.    Special  consideration  would  be 
given  to  reducing  construction  noise  during  matinee  performances  at 
the  Opera  House.    Airborne  dust  resulting  from  construction  operations 
would  be  controlled  by  the  wetting  and  covering  of  dusty  materials. 

Professional  archaeologists  would  be  consulted  to  monitor  excavations, 
and  should  anything  of  potential  archaeological  or  historical  import  be 
found,  the  contractor  would  be  legally  bound  by  contract  to  stop  construc- 
tion to  permit  professional  evaluation  of  the  find. 

B.  Design 

The  sponsors  of  the  project  have  stated  their  intention  to  develop  a 
design  that  would  be  completely  compatible  with  its  surroundings.  During 
the  development  of  a  more  detailed  design,  the  recommendations  of  the 
Art  Commission,  in  its  review,  would  be  considered.    Prior  to  develop- 
ment of  the  final  design,  wind  tunnel  tests  would  be  conducted  to  ensure 
that  any  proposed  entrance  configurations  are  sufficiently  protected  from 
gusts  of  wind. 
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The  landscaping  plan  to  be  developed  for  the  project  would  be 
subject  to  approval  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning.    The  buildings 
would  be  designed  structurally  and  mechanically  to  be  in  accordance  with 
the  minimum  acceptable  Risk  Level  Two  Policy  of  the  Community  Safety 
Element  of  the  City's  Master  Plan.-"^  The  parking  garage  would  provide 
approximately  70  spaces  more  than  currently  exist  on  the  site.  These  com- 
pensate for  the  26  curbside  spaces  lostduie  to  the  project,  and  the  7  curb- 
side  spaces  which  would  be  placed  under  restrictive  regulations  during 

performances . 
C.  Operational 

Measures  might  be  taken  during  the  actual  operation 
of  the  Performing  Arts  Center  to  mitigate  some  of  its  environmental 
impact.    Since  no  board  of  directors  or  other  authority  has  yet  been 
appointed  to  address  itself  to  the  operation  of  the  Center,  no  prior 


1.    This  level  of  risk  includes  the  following  standards  applying 
generally  to  structures  of  medium-to-high-density  occupancy 
and  structures  whose  use  following  a  disaster  might  be  desirable 
but  not  critical: 

J,    No  structural  collapse  or  mechanical  failure  should  occur 

that  could  cause  loss  of  life. 
.    Mechanical  systems  may  fail  to  operate  but  failure  of 

mechanical  or  architectural  elements  such  as  light  fixtures, 

pipes  or  ducts,  suspended  ceilings,  or  elevators  should  not 

cause  loss  of  life, 
.    Failure  of  mechanical  systems  should  be  limited  to  that  which 

can  be  quickly  repaired  with  minimal  outside  assistance. 
.    Damage  may  occur  to  interior  or  exterior  finishes  or  to  contents 

of  structures, 

.    No  damage  should  occur  that  would  preclude  rapid  restoration 
to  operational  capability. 
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guarantee  can  be  given  that  these  measures  would  be  undertaken. 

Nevertheless,  traffic  congestion  could  be  reduced  by  the  staggering 

of  concurrent  performances  at  the  Center  and  the  Opera  House  or 

other  theaters  in  the  area.    This  would  be  desirable  with  respect  to 
the  occasions  on  which  all  performances  take  place,  and 

.particularly  at  the  beginning  and  ending  of  concurrent  perfor- 
mances.   Vehicular  congestion  could  also  be  reduced  by 
encouraging  patrons  to  use  public  transit  either  by  means  of 

ticket  incentives  or  by  providing  special  public  transportation 

1/ 

services.  The  Municipal  Railway"  has  stated  that  if  there  is  a  demand 
for  special  transit  services  to  accomodate  patrons  attending  performances 
at  the  proposed  facility,  these  special  services  could  be  provided.  Matinee 
performances  could  be  scheduled  so  as  not  to  end  at  the  beginning  of  peak 
traffic  and  transit  hours.    Passenger  loading  zones  could  be  designated  on 
both  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  Grove  Street  during  performances  to  facilitate 
the  movement  of  traffic,  and  police  could  be  used  to  direct  traffic  at 
these  locations.    Designation  of  passenger  loading  zones  would  require 
action  by  the  Police  Department. 
D.  Energy 

The  Performing  Arts  Center  would  be  designed  to  utilize 
those  energy  conservation  measures,  such  as  the  proposed  standards 
of  the  State  Energy  Resources  Conservation  and  Development  Com- 

1.      Telephone  conversation  with  Frank  Bauer,  Operations  Department, 
San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway,  September  3,  1975. 
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mission—  and  the  American  Society  of  Heating  Refrigeration  and 
Air  Conditioning  Engineers'  proposed  Standard  90  P  (P  for  "proposed 
"Energy  Conservation  in  New  Building  Design",  that  are  available  at 
reasonable 


1.     Proposed  for  addition  to  Title  24,  Building  Standards,  as  Article  4, 

Regulations  for  Energy  Conservation  Standards  for  New  Nonresidential 
Buildings . 
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cost  and  are  appropriate  for  a  facility  of  its  type.    During  the  opera- 
tion of  the  Center,  this  would  include  the  isolating  of  different  use 
areas  within  the  complex,  letting  the  building  ambient  air  tempera- 
ture respond  to  the  structural  heat  loss  or  gain,  and  the  infiltration 
of  outside  air.    It  would  also  include  the  recirculation  of  stage  light- 
ing heat  for  warming,  and  a  dump  to  the  outside  for  cooling  as  well 
as  the  use  of  insulation  where  required  in  the  building. 
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ANY  ADVERSE  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS  WHICH  CANNOT  BE 


AVOIDED  IF  THE  PROPOSAL  IS  IMPLEMENTED 


Unavoidable  adverse  impacts  created  by  the  project  would  result  from 
the  intensified  use  of  the  site  by  man  and  from  the  introduction  of  buildings 
where  none  presently  exist.      The  intensified  use  of  the  site  would  result 
in  an  increased  demand  for  services  and  energy  and  in  an  increased  effect 
on  the  environment  in  terms  of  pollutants.    Construction  would  involve 
commitment  of  non-renewable  energy  and  material  resources. 

Additional  traffic  would  be  drawn  to  the  site  by  the  project;  this  would 
result  in  increased  congestion  on  the  streets  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Center. 
Also,  within  several  blocks  of  the  site,  there  would  be  an  additional  de- 
mand for  parking,  both  on  and  off  the  streets. 

Air  quality  wo\ild  be  degraded,  and  noise  levels  would  be  increased  in 
close  proximity  to  the  site,  primarily  as  a  result  of  the  increased  traffic. 

The  use  of  electricity  by  the  project  would  result  in  the  use  of  limited, 
non-renewable  resources  and  in  an  increase  in  the  level  of  pollutants  at  the 
location  where  the  electricity  is  generated.    The  use  of  natural  gas  and,  on 
occasion,  fuel  oil  would  also  partially  deplete  limited,  non-renewable  re- 
sources and  result  in  pollutants  being  emitted  to  the  atmosphere  at  the  site 
and  at  refineries  in  the  case  of  fuel  oil. 

Water  would  be  used  by  the  project  and  waste,  both  solid  and  liquid, 
would  be  created  which  would  have  to  be  assimilated  by  the  environment. 
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Unavoidable  adverse  impacts  created  by  the  project  would  result  from 
the  intensified  use  of  the  site  by  man  and  from  the  introduction  of  buildings 
where  none  presently  exist.      The  intensified  use  of  the  site  would  result 
in  an  increased  demand  for  services  and  energy  and  in  an  increased  effect 
on  the  environment  in  terms  of  pollutants.    Construction  would  involve 
commitment  of  non-renewable  energy  and  material  resources. 

Additional  traffic  would  be  drawn  to  the  site  by  the  project;  this  would 
result  in  increased  congestion  on  the  streets  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Center. 
Also,  within  several  blocks  of  the  site,  there  woiold  be  an  additional  de- 
mand for  parking,  both  on  and  off  the  streets. 

Air  quality  would  be  degraded,  and  noise  levels  would  be  increased  in 
close  proximity  to  the  site,  primarily  as  a  result  of  the  increased  traffic. 

The  use  of  electricity  by  the  project  would  result  in  the  use  of  limited, 
non-renev/^able  resources  and  in  an  increase  in  the  level  of  pollutants  at  the 
location  where  the  electricity  is  generated.  The  use  of  natural  gas  and,  on 
occasion,  fuel  oil  would  also  partially  deplete  limited,  non-renewable  re- 
sources and  result  in  pollutants  being  emitted  to  the  atmosphere  at  the  site 
and  at  refineries  in  the  case  of  fuel  oil. 

Water  would  be  used  by  the  project  and  waste,  both  solid  and  liquid, 
would  be  created  which  would  have  to  be  assimilated  by  the  environment. 
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Some  views  which  presently  exist  would  be  interrupted  by  the  structure, 
and  shadows  would  be  created  where  they  do  not  currently  exist. 

The  construction  of  the  Perforraing  Arts  Center  would  also  create  a 
potential  for  injuries  and  property  loss  due  to  seismic  occurences. 
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A.     Alternative  Sites  for  the  Proposed  Project 

I.      General:     Several  alternative  locations  have  been  previously  pro- 
posed for  a  perfoming  arts  center.    For  the  purposes  of  this  dis- 
cussion, as  the  parking  garage  is  limited  to  a  replacement  of  exis- 
ting parking,  it  will  not  be  considered  as  a  factor.    Basically,  these 
sites  can  be  grouped  into  two  categories:    those  within  or  near  Civic 
Center  and  those  outside  Civic  Center.    The  latter  category  can 
be  further  subdivided  into  sites  downtown  and  those  in  outlying 
areas.    The  outlying  areas  are  less  appropriate  for  the  proposed 
facility  because  of  poor  transit  accessibility  and  the  neighborhood 
impacts,  such  as  traffic  congestion,  noise  and  parking  demand 
that  would  be  generated.    Although  the  availability  of  transit  ser- 
vice favors  downtown  locations,  this  would  be  offset  by  the  intro- 
duction of  additional  traffic  to  already  congested  downtown  streets. 
The  downtown  locations  also  do  not  exhibit  the  kind  of  cultural  cli- 
mate present  in  the  Civic  Center  area  with  such  facilities  as  the 
Opera  House,  Veterans'  Building,  and  Library.    A  location  within 

the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Area,  which  is  downtown 
and  lies  south  of  Market  Street,  is  a  potential  alternative.  How- 
ever, City  action  involving  the  final  disposition  of  that  area,  and 
building  sites  within,  remains  indeterminable.    Consequently,  any 
evaluation  analyzing  the  impacts  within  that  area  would  not  be  ger- 
mane.   The  following,  therefore,  will  focus  on  three  alternative 
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sites,  all  in  the  Civic  Center  area,  which  are  included  on  Plate  3, 
page  16.    A  comparison  of  alternative  sites  is  presented  in  Plate  23. 

Marshall  Squarej»    This  site  is  bounded  by  Fulton,  Grove,  Hyde, 
and  Larkin  Streets  and  currently  houses  the  San  Francisco  Depart- 
ment of  City  Planning  and  an  off-street  parking  lot„    The  site 
is  closer  to  the  existing  Civic  Center  underground  parking 
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Evaluation 
Criteria 

TRANSPORTATION 

>- 

Site  \ 
Alternatives  \ 

Public  Transit  Access 

Vehicular  Circulation 

Parking  Supply/ Demand 

Pedestrian  Circulation 

LAND  USE  COMPATIBILI 
(incl.  noise/visual) 

JOINT  USE  POTENTIAL 
(w/  Opera  House) 

PROXIMITY  to  Restauran 
Cocktail  Lounges 

AVAILABILITY  of 
Property 

JTER 

Marshall  Square 

o 

+ 

o 

o 

+ 

o 

£- 
LU 
U 

LJ 

Orpheum  Theatre 

+ 

o 

o 

o 

+ 

civh 

W.  of  Franklin 

+ 

o 

o 

o 

TOWN 

N.  of  Market 

+ 

o 

+ 

DOWN 

Yerba  Buena  Ctr. 

o 

o 

+ 

o 

o 

o 

o 

OUTLYING  AREAS 

o 

*Basecl  upon  qualities  relative  to  currently  proposed  site. 


LEGEND: 

-j-  More  desirable 

  Less  desirable 

O  About  the  sanne 


PROPOSED  SAN  FRANCISCO  PERFORMING  ARTS  CENTER  PLATE 

ALTERNATIVE  SITES  MATRIX 
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garage  than  the  "Commerce  High"  site  and  would  result  in  reduced 
parking  impact.    It  would  be  two  blocks  farther  from  such  major 
vehicular  arterials  as  Franklin,  Cough,  Oak  and  Fell  Streets,  and 
Van  Ness  Avenue.    It  would  be  closer,  however,  to  such  major 
thoroughfares  as  Larkin,  Hyde,  Eighth  and  Ninth  Streets.  Although 
closer  to  Market  Street,  east  of  Van  Ness  Avenue  that  street  is  only- 
two  lanes  in  each  direction.    It  is  farther  from  the  Opera  House 
thereby  reducing  the  potential  joint  use  of  rehearsal  facilities.—^ 
Finally,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  has  been  interested  in 
this  site  and  is  attempting  to  formulate  a  bond  issue  for  library  ex- 
pansion at  the  Marshall  Square  site,  which  as  indicated  on  Plate  3, 
page  16,  would  be  an  appropriate  "Entertainment- Culture"  use  for 
the  site. 

3.  Orpheum  Theater:    Bounded  by  Hyde  and  Market  Streets  and  the  UN 
Plaza  now  under  construction,  this  site  is  presently  occupied  by  a 
theater  which  currently  is  used  infrequently.    Although  the  site  has 
the  advantage  of  being  closer  to  Market  Street  commercial  establish- 
ments and  transit  stops,  it  is  the  same  distance  from  the  Civic  Center 
underground  garage  as  the  currently  proposed  site.    It,  therefore, 
would  have  similar  parking  impacts,  as  well  as  greater  traffic 

1.     Opera  House  performers  would  use  the  Performing  Arts  Center  rehearsal 

rooms  for  warm-up  and  assembly  prior  to  performances  or  dress  rehearsals 
in  the  Opera  House,  if  the  two  facilities  were  adjacent.    Based  on  telephone 
conversation  with  Philip  Semark,  San  Francisco  Ballet  Association,  August 
27,  1975. 
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congestion  that  would  exist  with  the  Marshall  Square  site.  Its 
prime  disadvantage  is  that  both  the  present  facility  and  the  site  are 
too  small  to  provide  for  the  needs  of  major  symphony  hall  with  an- 
cillary facilities,  whether  the  theater  is  extensively  rehabilitated, 
or  razed  and  a  new  structure  designed  for  the  site. 
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4.    West  of  Franklin  Street:    This  site  is  immediately  west  of  the 

existing  Opera  House  within  the  Western  Addition  A-2  Redevelop- 
ment Area,  and  would  require  condemnation  of  a  portion  of 
Fulton  Street  between  Franklin  and  Gough  Streets,  Although 
it  has  the  advantage  of  being  on  and  near  major  arterials,  as 
does  the  proposed  site,  it  is  farther  from  the  Civic  Center 
underground  garage  and  closer  to  a  residential  area,  which 
suggests  that  the  parking  impact  would  be  greater.    The  site 
is  farther  from  local  and  regional  transit  routes  and  is 
presently  occupied  by  buildings  with  primarily  residential  uses. 
B.    Alternative  Projects  for  the  Proposed  Site 

1,    General:    The  proposed  site  is  publicly-owned  land.    It  is  adjacent 
to  the  core  area  of  Civic  Center,  and  the  San  Francisco  Master 
Plan— ^  suggests  that  the  site  be  used  for  administration,  enter- 
tainment-culture, or  parking.    Any  facility  proposing  these  uses 
or  a  combination  thereof,  would  then  be  a  possible  alternative 

project  for  the  site.    Due  to  the  proximity  of  City  Hall,  a  City 
office  or  courts  building  might  be  a  consideration.    The  Civic 

Center  Technical  Coordinating  Committee  (CCTCC)  had  recommend- 
ed that  a  courts  building  be  located  on  the  project  site.  Additionally, 
the  CCTCC  had  recommended  that  the  Chief  Administrative  Officer 

1.    Civic  Center  Element,  Comprehensive  Plan  of  San  Francisco 
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be  authorized  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  consider  alternate  means 
of  financing  a  courts  facility  on  that  site.— ^  However,  to  date,  no  fi- 
nancing has  become  available,  and  there  was  no  presumption  in  the 
CCTCC's  recommendation  that  the  site  in  question  be  reserved  indef- 
initely for  such  use.    No  proposals  have  been  made  recently  which 
suggest  a  use  more  appropriate  than  the  currently  nroposod  project. 


1,      Future  Buildings  in  the  Civic  Center,  Memorandum  to  Members,  Civic 

Center  Technical  Coordinating  Committee,  from  Allan  B.  Jacobs,  Director 
of  Planning,  Chairman,  May  17,  1968. 
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The  site  could  be  fully  developed  with  a  future  structure  of  maxi- 
mum height  and  bulk  permitted,  such  as  an  eight  to  ten  story  office  or 
courts  building,  in  which  case  the  environmental  impacts  would,  con- 
ceptually, be  greater  than  those  of  the  proposed  project. 

The  proposed  project,  as  noted  throughout,  is  at  a  preliminary  point 
in  its  design.  A  number  of  alternative  designs  and  development  schemes 
are  potential  solutions  for  the  site,  and  are  discussed  to  some  extent  below. 

2.  Garage  Size:     A  larger  or  smaller  garage  might  be  provided,  or  the  garage 
might  be  omitted.    The  proposed  garage  would  replace  parking  displaced 

by  the  project,  but  does  represent  a    long-term  commitment  to  parking  on 
the  site,  and  does  prevent  other  use  of  its  site.    At  the  same  time,  the 
capacity  does  not  attempt  to  satisfy  the  potential  parking  demand  that  may 
be  generated  by  a  performing  arts  complex. 

3.  Garage  Design  and  Configuration:    The  garage  could  be  placed  underground, 
which  would  free  an  additional  street  level  portion  of  the  site  and  reduce 
the  visual  impact  of  the  garage.  However,  this  would  involve  greater 
costs  and  would  require  more  extensive  construction  excavation  and  great- 
er use  of  energy  during  operation.    The  garage  could  have  closed  walls, 
which  would  permit  greater  compatibility  with  surrounding  buildings,  but 
again  at  greater  energy  costs  due  to  ventilation  requirements.  Finally, 

the  garage  could  be  designed  in  such  a  manner  as  to  structurally  support 
a  later  addition  on  its  roof,   such  as  a  public  office  building,  to  the  130- 
foot  height  permitted  by  the  Planning  Code. 
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4.    Renaissance  Style:    A  building  designed  in  a  Renaissance  style  could 

provide  greater  conformity  with  adjacent  civic  buildings  but  at  greater 
cost. 

5^      Building  Setbacks:    The  building  could  be  set  back  on  Van  Ness  Avenue 
and  Grove  Street,       which  would  permit  larger  sidewalks  to  handle 
the  major  pedestrian  flows,  more  landscaping  or  specific  passenger 
loading  zones.        A  setback  on  Grove  Street  could  be  developed  to  com- 
plement that  of  the  Opera  House  immediately  to  the  north.    A  setback 
on  Van  Ness  Avenue,  however,  would  not  provide  a  symbolic  southerly 
closing  of  the  Civic  Center  area. 
C.    No  Project 

1.    Effect  on  the  Performing  Arts:     If  the  project  were  to  be  aban- 
doned, the  performing  arts  of  San  Francisco  would  continue  to 
rehearse  and  perform  at  the  Opera  House  and  at  other  facilities 
throughout  the  City.    This  detracts  from  their  effective  operation, 
and,  as  a  result,  restricts  the  growth  and  development  of  the  cul- 
tural, educational  and  entertainment  services  which  the  establish- 
ed performing  art  groups  provide  to  the  community.    The  number 
of  touring  groups  presenting  San  Francisco  performances  would 
continue  to  be  limited  to  those  that  could  be  accommodated  in  ex- 
isting facilities. 


-  86  - 


VII.     ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 


2.      Effect  on  the  Project  Site:  If  the  project  were  not  to  be  built  on  the 

proposed  site,  all  of  the  environmental  impacts  which  it  creates  would 
be  eliminated.    However,  it  is  not  likely  that  the  site  would  remain  inde- 
finitely in  its  current  state.    Considering  the  potential  value  that  the 
project  site  has,  both  in  terms  of  market  value  and  opportunity 
to  develop  the  objectives  of  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan,  it 
is  probably  that  a  structure  would  eventuallybe  proposed  which 
would  intensify  the  use  of  the  land. 
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Vin.    THE  RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  LOCAL  SHORT-TERM  USES  OF  MAN'S 


ENVIRONMENT  AND  THE  MAINTENANCE  AND  ENHANCEMENT  OF 
LONG-TERM  PRODUCTIVITY 

A.  Long  Term  Effects: 

If  the  project  is  undertaken,  it  is  likely  that  the  Performing 
Arts  Complex  would  continue  to  be  used  for  the  performing  arts 
for  100  years  or  more.    The  accessory  garage  probably  would 
remain  in  existence  for  a  lesser  period  of  time,  possibly  for  50 
years.    The  shorter  life  of  the  garage  is  conjectured  from  possible 
future  obsolescence  of  current  automobile  functions. 

The  Center  would  use  more  natural  resources  than  if  the 
site  were  to  remain  in  its  existing  state;  however,  if  another 
building  were  to  be  erected  eventually,  it  might  use  more  or  less 
resources  depending  on  its  size  and  functions  - -an  office  building 
could  use  more  natural  resources  than  the  proposed  Performing 
Arts  Center. 

B.  Reason  for  Undertaking  the  Action  Now 

The  sponsors  of  this  project  believe  that  funding  is  now 
attainable  to  develop  this  project,  and    therefore,  that  advantage  should 
be  taken  of  the  present  opportunity  to  provide  greater  exposure  of 
the  performing  arts. 
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IX.    ANY  IRREVERSIBLE  ENVIRONMENTAL  CHANGES  WHICH  WOULD  BE 


INVOLVED  IN  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION  SHOULD  IT  BE  IMPLEMENTED 


Ao    Nonrenewable  Resources 

This  project  would  expend  non -renewable  resources  in  the 
form  of  construction  material  and  energy.     The  construction  material 
would,  by  itself,  constitute  a  small  part  of  the  total  resources  available. 

The  energy  resources  required  for  the  operation  of  this  project 
are  also  a  small  part    of  the  total  available;  however,   present  energy 
sources  are  currently  projected  to  be  unable  to  meet  future  demands, 
and  all  new  projects  requiring  energy  can  be  construed  to  be  the  cause 
of  interruptible  service  for  all  parties  in  the  future. 

B.    Environmental  Accidents 

The  possibility  of  major  environmental  accidents  resulting  from 
this  project  appears  unlikely,  although  it  is  possible  that  associated 
excavations,  undertaken  either  during  construction  or  in  the  future,  could 
result  in  the  damaging  of  underground  utility  lines  with  resulting  tempo- 
rary leakages  and  loss  of  service. 
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A.    Population  Growth 

There  would  be  no  increase  in  resident  populations  within  the 
immediate  area  resulting  from  the  construction  of  the  Performing 
Arts  Center, 

The  number  of  jobs  to  be  created,  other  than  construction  jobs, 
is  small;  approximately  30  staff  positions  have  been  assumed  to 
support  the  facility- -largely  involving  maintenance  functions.  Some 
of  these  positions  are  already  held  by  people  employed  by  the  War 
Memorial,  San  Francisco  Symphony,  Ballet  or  Opera;  and  most  of 
these  people  are  employed  already  in  the  Civic  Center.  Therefore, 
there  would  be  no  significant  increase  in  daily  commuter  population. 

Construction  workers  are  generally  accustomed  to  working 
at  different  sites  for  short  periods  of  time,  and  it  is  anticipated  that 
a  maximum,  at  any  one  time,  of  200  persons  would  be  working  at 
the  site  and  could  be  drawn  from  San  Francisco  or  nearby  communities. 

Visitors  to  the  Civic  Center  would  increase  as  a  direct  result  of 
the  increased  number  of  performances  by  professional  performing 
arts  groups.    Patrons  would  come  from  distant  cities,  as  well  as  other 
Bay  Area  communities , and  from  the  neighborhoods  of  San  Francisco. 
Their  origins  and  destinations  are  discussed  in  Appendix  C, 
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B.    Intensification  of  Development 

Some  commercial  growth  may  occur  consisting  of  restaurants 
cocktail  lounges  and  similar  service  facilities,  but  residential  develop- 
ment would  not  intensify  as  a  result  of  this  project.    The  project 
might  encourage  the  development  of  more  public  facilities  on  other 
sites,   supplanting  some  of  the  existing  commercial  and  residential 
facilities  in  the  Civic  Center  area. 
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XI.    EIR  AUTHORS  AND  CONSULTANTS;  ORGANIZATIONS  AND 


PERSONS  CONSULTED 


A.  Author 


S.  F.   Department  of  City  Planning 

100  Larkin  Street 

San  Francisco,   California  9410Z 


415/558-3056 


Environmental  Review  Officer:  Selina  Bendix,  Ph.  D. 
EIR  Coordinator:    Alec  S.  Bash 

B.     General  Consultant  for  Draft  EIR 


Tudor  Engineering  Company 
149  New  Montgomery  Street 
San  Francisco,  California  94105 

Contact:    James  Ricereto  (C-2Z,666) 

C .     Other  Consultants  for  EIR 

1.  Architectural 


415/982-8338 


Pietro  Belluschi,  FAIA 
700  N.  W.  Rapidan  Terrace 
Portland,  Oregon  97210 


503/225-0131 


DeMars  and  Wells 
2161  Shattuck  Avenue 
Berkeley,  California  94704 

Contact:    Vernon  DeMars,  FAIA 

2.  Transportation    (Appendix  C) 

Tudor  Engineering  Company 
149  New  Montgomery  Street 
San  Francisco,  California  94105 

Contact:    Gary  A.  Weinstein  (C -24,  31 7) 

3.  Noise   (Appendix  D) 

Department  of  Public  Health 

Bureau  of  Environmental  Health  Services 

101  Grove  Street 

San  Francisco,  California    94102  ^ 


Contact:    R.  S.  MacDonough 


415/841-7190 


415/982-8338 


415/558-4731 
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4.  Energy 

Walton  N.  Hershfield,  Ph.  D. 
125  Summit  Drive 

Corte  Madera,  California    94925  415/924-8566 

5.  Biological 

Madrone  Associates 
35  Mitchell  Boulevard 
P.  O.  Box  2970 

San  Rafael,  California  94902  415/472-1092 
Contact:    Nona  B.  Dennis 

6.  Archaeological 

Archaeological  Consulting  and  Research  Services 
20  Evergreen  Avenue 

Mill  Valley,  California  94941  415/388-3175 
Contact:    Stephen  A.  Dietz 

D.     Organizations  and  Persons  Consulted 

S.F.  Department  of  Public  Works 
Sanitary  Engineering  Division 
770  Golden  Gate  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  California  94102  415/558-2646 
Contact:    Nat  Lee 

S.  F.  Water  Department 
City  Distribution  Division 
1990  Newcomb  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  California  94124  415/558-2979 
Contact:    Harlow  Swain 

S.F.  Fire  Department 
260  Golden  Gate  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  California  94102  415/861-8000 
Contact:    Chief  Rene  A.  Gautier 
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D.    Organizations  and  Persons   Consulted-  (Continued) 

S.  F.  Police  Department 
850  Bryant  Street 
San  Francisco,  California  94103 

Contact:    Officer  Robert  Bernadini 

S.F.  Municipal  Railway 
949  Presidio  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  California  94115 

Contact:    Tom  Waterman 

War  Memorial  of  San  Francisco 
Veterans'  Building 
San  Francisco,  California  94102 

Contact:    Rudy  Pahlnich 

S.F.  Arts  Commission 
Neighborhood  Arts  Program 
165  Grove  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94102 
Contact:    Paul  Kleyman 

S.F.  Redevelopment  Agency 
Western  Addition  A-2 
762  Fulton  Street 
San  Francisco,  California  94102 

Contact:    Bob  Reece 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
100  California  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94111  415/556-3232 
Contact:    Dave  Souten 

Bay  Area  Air  Pollution  Control  District 
939  Ellis  Street 

San  Francisco,  California    94r09  415/771-6000 

Contacts:   Rob  DeMandel 
Ralph  Mead 


415/553-0123 


415/673-6864 


415/621-6600 


415/558-2335 


415/922-9100 
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D.     Organizations  and  Persons  Consulted  -  (Continued) 

Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District 
400  Madison  Street 

Oakland,  California  94607  415/465-4100 
Contact:    Virginia  Webster 

Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company 
245  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94106  415/781-4211 
Contact:    D.  G.  Waterworth 

Pacific  Telephone  and  Telegraph  Company 
150  Hayes  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94102  415/626-2898 
Contact:    R.  D.  Jorge 

Golden  Gate  Disposal  Company 
900  -  7th  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94107  415/626-4000 
Contact:    Manuel  C.  Conte 

San  Francisco  Symphony  Association 
War  Memorial  Veterans'  Building 

San  Francisco,  California  94102  415/861-6240 
Contact:    Peter  Mansfield 


San  Francisco  Ballet  Association 
378  -  18th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  California  94121  415/751-2141 
Contact:     Philip  Semark 

San  Francisco  Opera  Association 
War  Memorial  Opera  House 

San  Francisco,  California  94102  415/861-4008 
Contact:    John  Olsen 
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XII.  DISTRIBUTION  LIST 


A .  State  Agencies 

State  Office  of  Intergovernmental  Management  (20  copies) 
State  Clearinghouse 
1400  Tenth  Street 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 

Air  Resources  Board 
1709  Eleventh  Street 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 

State  Attorney  General's  Office 
Attention:    Louise  Renne 
6000  State  Building 
350  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Bay  Area  Air  Pollution  Control  District 

939  Ellis  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

B.  Regional  Agencies 

Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments 
Hotel  Claremont 
Berkeley,  CA  94705 

Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 
Hotel  Claremont 
Berkeley,  CA  94705 

Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District 
800  Madison  Street 
Oakland,  CA  94607 

Golden  Gate  Bridge  Highway  and 

Transportation  District 

P.O.  Box  9000 

Presidio  Station 

San  Francisco,   CA  94129 
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C.     Local  Agencies 

Art  Commission 
165  Grove  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Public  Utilities  Commission 

James  J.  Finn,   Director  of  Transportation 

949  Presidio  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

Human  Rights  Commission 
1095  Market  Street,  Room  501 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Thomas  J.  Mellon 

Chief  Administrative  Officer 

289  City  Hall 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Mr.  Thomas  Miller 
289  City  Hall 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

John  H.  Tolan,  Jr. 
Deputy  for  Development 
Office  of  the  Mayor 
205  City  Hall 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Department  of  Public  Works 

S.  M.  Tatarian,  Director  of  Public  Works 

260  City  Hall 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Real  Estate  Department 

Wallace  Wortman,  Director  of  Property 

450  McAllister  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

San  Francisco  Fire  Department 
Attention:    Chief  Rene  Gautier 
260  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
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C.  Local  Agencies  (Continued) 

San  Francisco  Police  Department 

Director  of  Traffic 

850  Bryant  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Robert  F.  Alioto 
Superintendent  of  Schools 
135  Van  Ness  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 

100  Larkin  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Parking  Authority 
Arthur  S.  Becker,  Director 
450  McAllister,  Room  603 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Neighborhood  Arts  Program    (3  copies) 

165  Grove  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Susan  King 

San  Francisco  Museum  of  Art 
Van  Ness  and  McAllister 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Kevin  Starr,  City  Librarian 
Civic  Center 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

D.  Groups  and  Individuals 

Sponsors  of  San  Francisco  Performing  Arts  Center 

Samuel  B.  Stewart,  President 

Bank  of  America  Center 

555  California  Street,  Room  2170 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

San  Francisco  Tomorrow 

9  -  1st  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
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D.     Groups  and  Individuals  (Continued) 
Sierra  Club 

San  Francisco  Bay  Chapter 
5608  College  Avenue 
Oakland,  CA  94618 

Friends  of  the  Earth 
Attention:    Ms.  Connie  Parrish 
529  Commercial  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

San  Francisco  Chapter 
Oceanic  Society 
Building  240,  Fort  Mason 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

San  Franci  sco  Ecology  Center 

13  Columbus  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

San  Francisco  Beautiful 

120  Bush  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

San  Francisco  Planning  and  Urban 

Renewal  Association 

John  H.  Jacobs,  Executive  Director 

126  Post  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Downtown  Association 
Lloyd  Pfueger,  Manager 
582  Market  Street,  Room  1001 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Community  Coalition  for  the  Arts 

953  DeHaro  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107 

Foundation  for  San  Francisco's 

Architectural  Heritage 

2007  Franklin  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Chamber  of  Commerce 
400  Montgomery  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
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D.     Groups  and  Individuals  (Continued) 

Junior  Chamber  of  Commierce 
24  California  Street,  Room  600 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Women's  Chamber  of  Commerce 
681  Market  Street,  Room  922 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

League  of  Women  Voters 
12  Geary  Street,  Room  605 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

San  Francisco  Study  Center 
1095  Market  Street,  Room  204 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

American  Institute  of  Architects 

254  Sutter  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

AIP  Historic  Preservation  Committee 

c/o  Judith  Lynch  Waldhorn 

4490  -  24th  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94114 

California  Heritage  Council 

680  Beach  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

National  Trust  for  Historic  Preservation 
Mr.  John  L.  Frisbee  III 
802  Montgomery  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

The  Victorian  Alliance 

Anne  R .  Wright,  Corresponding  Secretary 

4143  -  23rd  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94114 

Alvin  Duskin 

2  Rowland  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94123 
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D.  Groups  and  Individuals  (Continued) 

William  Brinton 

1  Maritime  Plaza 

Alcoa  Building,  Suite  1400 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Stewart  Bloom 

1695  North  Point  Street,  #301 

San  Francisco,  CA  94123 

Richard  Gryziec 

741  North  Point  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Charles  Starbuck 

1625  Leavenworth  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

E.  Media 

Dale  Champion,  Larry  Liebert  (2  copies) 

San  Francisco  Chronicle 

925  Mission  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Don  Cantor 

San  Francisco  Examiner 

1 10  -  5th  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Dan  Borsuk 

San  Francisco  Progress 

851  Howard  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

San  Francisco  Bay  Guardian 
1070  Bryant  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA 

The  Sun  Reporter 

1366  Turk  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

Oakland  Tribune 
13th  &  Franklin  Streets 
Oakland,  CA  94612 
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E.     Media  (Continued) 

KALW  Radio  Studios 

2905  -  21st  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

KBAY  -  FM 

155  Montgomery  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

KBHK  -  TV 

420  Taylor  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

KBRG 

133  Geary  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

KPIX  -  TV 

2655  Van  Ness  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

KDFC  -  KIBE  Radio 

495  Beach  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

KEST  -  AM 

1231  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

KYA  Radio 

1  Nob  Hill  Circle 

San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

KFOG 

900  North  Point  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

KFRC  -  AM  FM 
415  Bush  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 
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XII.    DISTRIBUTION  LIST 


E.     Media  (Continued) 
KGO  Radio 

277  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

KIOI  Radio 

700  Montgomery  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

KKHI 

St.  Francis  Hotel 
Powell  &  Geary  Streets 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

KMPX  -  FM 

7  Adelaide  Place 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

KNBR 

Grosvenor  Plaza 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

KPOO  -  FM 

P.  O.  Box  11008 

San  Francisco,  CA  94101 

KQED 

1011  Bryant  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

KRON  -  TV 

1001  Van  Ness  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

KSAN 

211  Sutter  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

KSFO 

950  California  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94108 
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XII.    DISTRIBUTION  LIST 


E.  Media  (Continued) 
KSFX 

1 177  Polk  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Environmental  News  Collective 
KPFA  Radio 
2207  Shattuck  Avenue 
Berkeley,  CA  94704 

F.  Libraries 

San  Francisco  Public  Library  (3  copies) 
Civic  Center 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 

Attention:    Jean  Circiello 

100  California  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Social  Science,  Business,  and  Ethnic  Studies 

Library 
Attn:    Ms.  Mimi  Sayer 
San  Francisco  State  University 
1600  HoUoway  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94132 

Hastings  College  of  the  Lav;  -  Library 
198  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

G.  Additional  Distribution    (July  23,  1975) 

Mr.  Jack  Spring 

Superintendent  of  Parks 

McLaren  Lodge 

Golden  Gate  Park 

San  Francisco,  CA  94117 
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XII,  DISTRIBUTION  LIST 


G.     Additional  Distribution  (Continued) 

Mr.   John  D.  Crowley 

General  Manager  of  Public  Utilities 

Room  287,  City  Hall 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Mr.  John  C.  Farrell 
Controller 

Room  109,  City  Hall 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Mr.  Bruno  Fardin 

Clerk  of  the  Municipal  Court 

Room  301,  City  Hall 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Mr.  Bernie  Ward 

Clerk  of  the  Superior  Court 

Room  480,  City  Hall 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Mr.  Donald  Michalske    (4  copies) 
Executive  Secretary  and 

Assistant  Managing  Director 
War  Memorial  Trustees  Veterans  building 
Room  110 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Mr.   John  Sutro 

Pillsbury,  Madison  &:  Sutro 

225  Bush  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
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SPONSORS   OF   SAN  FRANCISCO 


PERFORMING    ARTS    CENTER,  INC. 


The  following  is  a  list  of  the  officers  and  directors  of  the  Sponsors 
and  their  affiliation  with  cultural  groups  of  San  Francisco: 


OFFICERS 


President 

Samuel  B.  Stewart,  Esq. 

Member,  Board  of  Governors,  San  Francisco 
Symphony  Association 


Vice  President 
Robert  A.  Hornby 


Sec  retary -Treasurer 
Walter  M,  Baird 

President,  San  Francisco  Opera  Association 

Member,  Board  of  Governors,  San  Francisco  Symphony  Association 
Director,   Partnership  for  the  Arts  in  California,  Inc. 
Director,  Stern  Grove  Festival  Association 
Director,  Western  Opera  Theater  Association 
Director,  Spring  Opera  Association 


DIRECTORS 

Mrs.  Alexander  Albert 

Vice  President  and  Member,  Board  of  Governors, 

San  Francisco  Symphony  Association 
Director,  San  Francisco  Ballet  Association 

Mrs.  Ralph  K,  Davies 

Garrettson  Dulin,  Jr. 

Chairman,  Board  of  Trustees,  San  Francisco 
Ballet  Association 
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DIRECTORS  (Continued) 


Lawrence  V,  Metcalf 

President  and  Member,  Board  of  Governors, 
San  Francisco  Symphony  Association 

Walter  H.  Shorenstein 

Mrs.  Paul  Wattis 

Director,  San  Francisco  Opera  Association 


COORDINATOR 

Belford  Brown 
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CONSUL  TANTS 
T  O 

SPONSORS   OF   SAN  FRANCISCO 


PERFORMING  ARTS    CENTER,  INC. 
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Pietro  Belluschi,  Supervising  Architect 
700  N.W.  Rapidan  Terrace 
Portland,  Oregon 

De  Mars  and  Wells,  Consulting  Architects 
2161  Shattuck  Avenue 
Berkeley,  California 


ENGINEERING 

Tudor  Engineering  Company 

149  New  Montgomery  Street 
San  Francisco,  California 
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Guilfoyle  and  Dole 

100  Pine  Street 

San  Francisco,  California 
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Belford  Brown 
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APPENDIX 

B 


fine  ARts  development 


May  6,  1975 


Mr.  Samuel  Stewart,  President 

Sponsors  for  the  San  Francisco  Performing  Arts  Center 
P.  0.  Box  37000 

San  Francisco,  California  94137 


Dear  Mr.  Stewart, 


It  has  long  been  a  desire  of  community  leaders  like  yourself  to  create 
additional  facilities  for  the  Performing  Arts.    Such  facilities  are  badly 

needed  if  our  city  is  to  continue  serving  well  the  cultural  interests  of 
its  citizens. 


The  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  patronizes  the  arts  very  heavily.    It  is  in 
great  measure  due  to  this  lively  interest  on  the  part  of  the  public  that 
the  City  can  maintain  a  vital  community  of  artists.    San  Francisco  is 
nationally,  and  internationally,  recognized  as  a  center  for  the  arts. 
Unique  for  a  city  of  its  size,  San  Francisco  boasts  a  major  resident  com- 
pany in  each  of  the  great  performing  arts  mediums  —  ballet,  symphony, 
opera  and  theatre.    And  all  are  prestigious. 

The  broad  community  interest  in  the  performing  arts  is  also  reflected 
in  the  recent  construction  of  new  facilities  in  the  growing  suburbs. 
Marin  County  included  a  small  theatre  as  part  of  its  Civic  Center  complex. 
Oakland's  symphony  lately  remodeled  and  adapted  the  beautiful  old  Para- 
mount Theatre,  and  San  Jose  has  just  inaugurated  its  new  Center  for  the 
Performing  Arts.    These,  together  with  the  college-based  theatres  such  as 
Zellerbach  Hall  and  Flint  Center,  open  their  doors  to  the  greatest  imagin- 
able variety  of  entertainments  and  cultural  experiences.    Their  presenta- 
tions span  every  medium  of  the  performing  arts,  span  the  cultures  of  every 
continent,  provide  something  of  interest  to  every  minority  in  our  diversi- 
fied community,  and  contribute  to  the  cosmopolitanism  for  which  San  Fran- 
cisco is  famous. 

All  these  suburban  cultural  mini -centers  revolve  about  one  great  focus  — 
the  City  itself  —  where  the  bulk  of  the  cultural  life  goes  on.    But  here 
the  constantly  growing  demands  by  the  public  for  more  entertainment  — 
and  by  the  artists  themselves,  and  their  presentors,  for  the  opportunity 
to  perform  —  are  held  in  check  by  the  lack  of  facilities. 

Three  major  performing  institutions  —  the  Symphony,  Ballet,  and  Opera  — 
all  schedule  their  seasons  in  the  Opera  House,  which  is  the  only  auditorium 
suitable  to  their  needs.    As  the  activities  of  these  organizations  have 
increased,  it  has  become  increasingly  difficult  to  integrate  their  schedules. 
The  San  Francisco  Ballet  is  obliged  to  work  within  the  confines  of  the 
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Symphony's  season  schedule.    The  Symphony,  although  its  orchestra  is  under 
a  fifty- two  week  yearly  contract,  cannot  start  its  season  before  December  — 
in  order  to  accomodate  the  Opera's  annual  series.    Therefore,  the  Symphony 
must  seek  to  engage  its  musicians  outside  the  Opera  House  for  the  months 
June  through  November.    Likewise,  the  Opera  is  limited  to  its  present  season. 

And,  of  course,  in  the  midst  of  this  full  use  of  the  Opera  House,  Fine  Arts 
Development  Corporation  and  other  concert-presenting  organizations  approach 
the  Opera  House  for  available  time.    Often  there  isn't  any.  Consequently, 
attractions  of  national  and  international  stature  may  have  to  bypass  San 
Francisco  in  their  tours.    We  are  faced  with  this  very  problem  in  establish- 
ing our  own  1976  season.    The  Joff rey  Ballet  has  approached  Fine  Arts  Devel- 
opment, asking  us  to  sponsor  their  visit  next  year.    But  because  the  Symphony 
will  not  be  going  on  tour  in  June  of  1976,  it  will  be  tying  up  the  Opera 
House.    Similarly,  in  order  to  book  American  Ballet  Theatre  into  the  Opera 
House  for  March,  1976,  we  have  been  obliged  to  accept  most  unsatisfactory 
conditions.    We  find  that  we  must  open  our  series  with  performances  on  a 
Monday,  Tuesday,  and  Thursday.    But  because  of  a  conflict  with  the  Symphony's 
schedule,  we  must  move  the  company  out  of  the  Opera  House  for  performances 
Friday  and  Saturday.    They  return  for  the  Monday,  Tuesday,  and  Thursday  en- 
gagements of  the  following  week,  but  must  be  again  removed,  to  Zellerbach 
Hall  in  Berkeley,  for  the  weekend  performances. 

It  is  not  that  Fine  Arts  Development  does  not  wish  to  present  its  attractions 
in  peripheral  theatres,  but  for  such  a  major  company  as  American  Ballet  The- 
atre, this  solution  is  impractical.    Only  San  Francisco  can  support  a  full 
extended  performance  series;  it  is  not  possible  to  book  a  major  company  ex- 
clusively in  any  one  of  the  neighboring  areas.    And  the  complicated  logistics 
involved  in  moving  a  company  through  a  local  theatre  circuit  adds  tremendously 
to  the  costs  of  presentation.    Artistic  quality  suffers,  too,  when,  as  hap- 
pened this  year,  the  company  has  to  give  its  Opera  House  performances  with- 
out the  benefit  of  on-stage  rehearsal  time. 

Other  facilities  are  frequently  unacceptable  for  technical  reasons,  also. 
Some  of  our  past  attractions  have  suffered  when  presented  in  ill-suited  audi- 
toriums.   When  we  tried  presenting  the  Moiseyev  Dance  Company  in  Civic  Audi- 
torium, we  had  to  reconcile  ourselves  to  substandard  seating  arrangements 
and  had  to  forfeit  certain  theatrical  elements  requiring  a  proscenium.  Ballet 
Folklorico  of  Mexico  had  to  adjust  not  only  to  lack  of  a  proscenium,  but  also 
to  a  thrust  stage,  when  it  performed  at  Masonic  Auditorium.    Ethel  Merman, 
Andres  Segovia,  Abrasevic  (a  Yugoslav  dance  ensemble),  and  Elly  Ameling  all 
were  presented  in  undesirable  circumstances.    The  artists',  or  our  own,  un- 
willingness to  compromise  as  regards  performance  conditions  necessitates 
the  cancellation  of  our  city  from  tour  itineraries. 

From  these  few  examples,  it  is  apparent  that  San  Francisco  is  beginning  to 
hurt  for  its  lack  of  adequate  performing  arts  facilities.    This  is  happening 
at  a  time  when  the  very  best  in  international  and  national  artists  are  touring 
the  United  States  (the  latter,  especially,  under  the  expanding  support  of 
Bicentennial  grants).    And  it  is  happening  despite  the  very  great  desire  of 
these  performers  to  play  San  Francisco,  and  the  equally  fervent  desire  of 
our  community  to  see  them.    The  development  of  the  local  performing  arts 
is  hampered,  too,  by  the  inability  to  expand  under  existing  limitations. 

If  San  Francisco  is  to  remain  at  the  forefront  of  cultural  awareness,  apprecia- 
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tion,  and  creativity,  it  must  take  the  appropriate  steps  to  counteract  this 
deficiency.    And,  indeed,  more  is  at  stake  than  the  cultural  interests  of 
the  City's  immediate  community.    San  Francisco  is  the  hub  of  cultural  life 
for  all  Northern  California,  with  appreciable  influence  on  all  the  Western 
states.    The  health  of  its  employment  and  economy  are  largely  dependent  on 
the  business  brought  in  by  the  people  attracted  to  our  City.    The  mainten- 
ance of  the  highest  quality  entertainment  is  vital  to  the  image  which  makes 
San  Francisco  everybody's  favorite  city  to  visit. 

For  all  these  reasons,  then,  the  construction  of  additional  facilities  for 
the  performing  arts  —  which  we  hope  your  continued  efforts  will  bring  to 
fruition  —  will  be  a  tremendous  asset  for  our  San  Francisco. 

Sincerely, 


cc:    Philip  S.  Boone 


VW/rs 
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CLAUDE  JARMAN,  )R.,  Managing  Director 

Donald  J  Michalske   Executive  Secretary  and  Asiislani  Managing  Director 

mfmoftiflLOf  sifRflficisco 
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VETERANS'  BUILDING 


ART  MUSEUM 


EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  •  SUITE  llO  •  VETERANS'  BUILDING 

SAN  FRANCISCO.  CALIFORNIA  94102 
TELEPHONE  62  I  6600 


TRUSTEES 

MRS.  JOSEPH  D.  CUNEO 

President 
GEORGE  T.  DAVIS 

Vice  President 
MRS.  JOSEPH  L.  ALIOTO 
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May  20,  1975 


Mr.    Samuel  B.  Stewart 
Sponsors   for  Performing 

Arts  Center,  Inc. 
555   California  St.,    Room  2170 
San   Francisco,    Ca.  94104 

Dear  Mr.  Stewart: 

I  am  pleased  to  respond  to  your  req'uest  regarding 
the  availability  of   the  Opera  House.      Unfortunately  for 
any  organization  other  than  the  San  Francisco  Opera  and 
the  San   Francisco  Symphony,    the   situation   is  bleak  indeed. 
The  Opera  Company  has   exclusive   use  of   the  House  from 
July  1   to   December   1.      The   Symphony  moves    in  December  2, 
and   performs  practically  every  weekend  until  June   1.  That 
leaves  one  month   for   travelling   companies  and  a  limited 
amount  of   time  for  house  renovation. 

The  San  Francisco  Ballet  company  must  work  its 
schedule  around  the  Symphony  dates,  and  has  suffered 
financially  as  a  result. 

For  any  other  organization   it   is  practically  im- 
possible  to   get   a  good  date  and  consecutive  dates  are  non- 
existent  except   in  June. 

Joe  Allen,   who  held   this  job   for  8  years   until  I 
succeeded  him  last  July  1,    estimates   that  150  performance 
dates   are   turned  down  each  year.     And   that  unfortunately 
has  been  the   case   since   I    took  over.      Only  last   week  I 
received   a  call   from  the   producer  of   the  highly  successful 
Bette     Midler  revue  currently  on  Broadway  in  New  York  asking 
for   two  weeks   in   the  Opera  House   this   summer.      Obviously  he 
was  turned  down  and  the  people  in  the  Bay  Area  are  losers  as 
well  as  the  producer. 
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Mr.    Samuel   B.  Stewart 


May  20,  1975 
Page  2 


In  conclusion,   what   is  truly  unfortunate  is   that  the 
producers  of  most  of   the  major   touring  attractions  are 
familiar  with  the  situation  and  no  longer  bother  to  ask. 

If  you  have  further  questions  please  feel  free  to 
call  me . 


Sincerely, 
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TUDOR  ENGINEERING  COMPANY 
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August  1975 


TRANSPORTATION  IMPACT  REPORT 


1.     INTRODUCTION  AND  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  objective  of  this  study  is  to  assess  the  transportation  and  parking 
impacts  of  the  proposed  Performing  Arts  Center.    The  general  methodology 
employed  is  as  follows: 

o    Define  the  traffic  operating  characteristics  of  the  proposed  Center. 

o    Inventory  the  existing  transportation  system. 

o    Estimate  the  magnitude  and  geographic  distribution  of  trips 
generated  by  the  project. 

o    Superimpose  the  generated  traffic  onto  the  existing  transportation 
system. 

o    Analyze  the  resulting  traffic  conditions  and  determine  the  impact 

of  the  project-generated  traffic  on  the  transportation  environment. 

o    Evaluate  transportation  alternatives, 
o     Identify  mitigation  measures. 

The  proposed  Performing  Arts  Center  is  to  be  located  in  the  block 
surrounded  by  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Franklin,  Grove  and  Hayes  Streets;  and 
will,  together  with  the  associated  garage,  occupy  the  entire  block.  The 
Center  will  include  a  3000-seat  Concert  Hall,  a  700  seat  Recital  Hall,  and 
rehearsal  and  office  spaces.  Figure  1  describes  the  at-grade  configuration  of 
the  proposed  Performing  Arts  Center,  as  well  as  vehicular  and  pedestrian 
access  facilities  and  locations.  Street  and  sidewalk  width  adjacent  to  the 
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project  would  not  be  altered,  but  the  existing  parking  lot  on  the  site  would 
be  removed  and  replaced  by  the  proposed  Center  and  garage. 

The  access  requirements  of  the  Center  will  be  determined  by  the  nature 
and  magnitude  of  the  activities  programmed  for  the  planned  facility.  Poten- 
tial impacts  upon  the  transportation  system  could  be  generated  by  any  one 
of  the  four  major  types  of  activities'. 

1.  Regular  daytime  activities  of  staff,  employees,  artists,  and 
visitors  at  the  Performing  Arts  Center. 

2.  Matinee  performances  at  the  Center. 

3.  Evening  performances  at  the  Center. 

4.  Evening  or  matinee  performances  at  the  Center,  concurrently 
scheduled  with  major  events  at  other  nearby  auditoriums,  es- 
pecially the  Opera  House. 

Transportation  impact  analysis  throughout  this  study  includes  separate 
reference  to  operations  of   each    of  the  Activity  Types  1,  2  and  3.  Activity 
4  is  addressed  as  a  special  case  of  Activities  2  and  3  in  determining  its 
impact. 

The  accessory  garage,  containing  397  stalls,  will  accomodate  the 
users  of  the  existing  lot,  including  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco, 
reserved  parking,    public  parking  and  reserved  parking  for  Opera  House 
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and  Performing  Arts  Center  personnel.    The  garage  will  be  operated 
by  a  single  attendant  during  the  day  using  one  entry  and  one  exit  lane. 
Evening  operation  will  serve  performances   at  the  Opera  House 
and  Performing  Arts  Center;  additional  access  lanes  will  be  utilized  and 
additional  attendants  will  be  required.    A  garage  entry  will  be  located  on 
Hayes  Street,  and  one  entry  and  exit  will  be  located  on  Grove  Street. 
An  entry  and  an  exit  will  provide  access  to  Franklin  Street.    The  Grove 
Street  entry  may  be  operated  as  an  entrance  in  advance  of  evening  per- 
formances, enhancing  operational  flexibility.    This  arrangement  allows 
maximum  stacking  distance  for  ingress  at  both  entries  and  maximum 
maneuver  distance  between  exits  and  adjacent  intersections.  Bicycle 
parking  will  also  be  available  in  the  garage. 

Existing  curbside  parking  spaces  on  Grove  Street  will  be  required 
for  a  passenger  loading  zone  for  performances  and  for  garage  access. 
A  similar  passenger  loading  zone  on  Van  Ness  Avenue  will  also  be  re- 
quired.   Reservation  of  passenger  loading  zones  will  be  for  specific  time 
periods,  defined  by  permanent  signing,  or  by  temporary  Police  Department 
reservation.    A  two-truck  loading  dock  on  Hayes  Street  and  a  garage  entry 
will  displace  several  curbside  spaces.    On  Franklin  Street,  additional  curb- 
side  parking  spaces  will  be  required  for  garage  access  locations.    A  net 
total  of  26  curbside  parking  spaces  will  be  displaced  and    7  spaces  will  be 
placed  under  additional  restrictive  regulations. 
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2.     EXISTING  TRANSPORTATION  ENVIRONMENT 

The  Civic  Center  location  of  the  proposed  Performing  Arts  Center  is 

near  a  number  of  vehicular  and  mass  transit  facilities  of  major  regional 

and  local  significance. 

A.  Vehicular  Access 

Of  REGIONAL  IMPORTANCE  are  the  following  facilities: 

o    Central  Freeway  (1-80,  US  Route  101),  a  link  to  the 

Peninsula  via  Bayshore  Freeway  and  1-280,  and  the  East 

Bay  via  the  Bay  Bridge. 

o     Van  Ness  Avenue  (US  Route  101)  along  with  Gough  and  Franklin 

Streets,  is  a  major  approach  route  to  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge 

and  Marin  County,    In  conjunction  with  South  Van  Ness  and 

Mission  Street,  Van  Ness  provides  additional  access  to  the 
Central  Freeway. 

Of  LOCAL  IMPORTANCE  are  the  following  facilities  for  access 
to  various  parts  of  San  Francisco: 

o    The  Central  Freeway  provides  the  most  direct  access  to  the 
southern  and  southwestern  areas  of  the  City  via  the  James 
Lick  Freeway  (Route  101)  and  the  Southern  Freeway  (1-280) 
and  also  to  downtown  and  the  Golden  Gateway  via  the  Embarcadero 
Freeway  (Route  480). 
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o    Van  Ness  Avenue  is  the  major  thoroughfare  to  the  northern 
parts  of  the  City,  including  the  Marina,  Pacific  Heights  and 
North  Beach.    Franklin  and  Gough  Streets,  a  one-way  couplet, 
are  an  important  adjunct  to  Van  Ness  in  this  function.  South 
Van  Ness  extends  into  the  Mission  District. 

o    Fell  and  Oak  Streets  (Hayes  and  Fell  east  of  Franklin)  a  one- 
v  ay  couplet,  provide  major  access  to  the  west,  Haight-Ashbury, 
Sunset,  and  Parkside  Districts. 

o    Turk  Street  and  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  a  one-way  couplet,  and 
Geary  Boulevard  provide  access  to  the  northwest,  the  Western 
Addition,  and  the  Richmond  District,  and  also  to  the  downtown 
area  to  the  east. 

o    Market  Street  (westward)  and  Portola  Drive  provide  access  to 
central  San  Francisco,  Twin  Peaks,  West  Portal,  and  the  region 
west  of  Twin  Peaks. 

All  streets  adjacent  to  the  site  are  significant  thoroughfares  and 
have  been  so  designated  in  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  San  Fran- 
cisco Master  Plan.    Figure  Z  shows  the  location  of  these  important 
routes  in  relationship  to  the  site.    Existing  traffic  volumes  and  cap- 
acities of  the  streets  are  enumerated  in  Table  1.    Traffic  delineation 
is  shown  in  the  Figure  1  site  plan. 
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A  special  traffic  condition  is  created  adjacent  to  the  site  periodi- 
cally by  discharge  of  attendees  following  matinee  and  evening  perform- 
ances at  the  Opera  House.    In  the  late  afternoon  or  evening,  exiting 
attendees  leave  the  area  causing  traffic  congestion  on  the  adjacent 
streets.    The  congestion  is  most  acute  following  evening  performances 
and  is  mainly  caused  by  the  surge  of  vehicles  leaving  the  parking  lot 
now  existing  on  the  project  site  and  curbside  spaces  in  the  vicinity. 
This  surge  of  traffic  generates  mid-block  traffic  conflicts  on  Grove 
and  Hayes  Streets  and  reaches  the  capacity  of  adjacent  intersections, 
especially  those  at  Grove  and  Van  Ness,  Grove  and  Franklin, 
Franklin  and  McAllister,  Gough  and  Turk,  and  Fell  and  Laguna.  In 
addition,  double-parked  cars,  picking  up  passengers  on  Van  Ness  , 
and  heavy  pedestrian  traffic  also  contribute  to  congestion.    The  con- 
gestion is  of  relatively  short  (15  -  ZO  minute)  duration  and  quickly 
dissipates  on  the  street  system  which  is  operating  well  below  capacity 
at  this  hour  in  the  evening  (10:  30  -  11:30  p.  m.  ). 

Following  an  Opera  House  matinee,  traffic  congestion  is  less  in- 
tense than  in  the  evening,  most  attendees  leaving  on  chartered  buses,  or 
using  public  transit  or  taxis.  Matinees  discharge  between  4:  00  and  4: 30p.  m. 
slightly  in  advance  of  the  evening  peak  traffic  which  occur  s  about  5:00  p.  m. 
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Very  few  matinee  performance  attendees  are  able  to  use  the  parking 
lot  on  the  project  site,  as  it  is  almost  completely  filled  early  in  the 
day.    This  lot  does  not  therefore  contribute  to  matinee  traffic.  More 
significant  is  the  blockage  of  one  lane  on  Van  Ness,   southbound,  by 
vehicles  waiting  for  and  loading  passengers.    The  blockage  is  of 
approximate  15  minute  duration,  immediately  preceding  discharge 
of  performances.    Charter  bus  departures  delay  traffic  on  Franklin 
Street.    As  is  the  case  after  evening  performances,   congested  condi- 
tions are  of  short  duration  and  quickly  dissipate  within  15  minutes. 

Similar,  but  lesser,  traffic  congestion  occurs  in  advance  of 
matinee  and  evening  performances  as  attendees  arrive  at  the  Opera 
House;  arrivals  are  distributed  over  a  longer,  45  -  60  minute  period. 

B.  Parking 

Both  on-street  and  off-street  parking  are  available  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  site,  which  is  itself  an  existing  parking  lot.     Figure  3 
shows  location,  magnitude,  and  utilization  of  existing  parking  supply 
in  the  daytime  and  evening  within  a  two  block  radius  of  the  project. 

Both  curbside  and  off-street  spaces  (public  and  private)  within  the 
Civic  Center  area  are  filled  almost  to  capacity  on  typical  weekdays. 
Parking  space  utilization  in  the  evenings  largely  reflects  activities 
at  four  public  facilities    -     the  Opera  House,  Veteran's  Auditorium, 
Civic  Center  Auditorium  and  Brooks  Hall.    The  Civic  Center  Garage, 
within  a  two -block  distance  of  the  site,  is  almost  full  most  weekdays, 
but  remains  xinderutilized  in  the  evenings,  except  in  the  case  of  major 
activities  at  the  Civic  Center  Auditorium  or  Brooks  Hall. 
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The  parking  lot  on  the  site  itself  was,  \intil  recently,  owned  by  the 
Board  of  Education  and  operated  under  a  franchise  agreement.  It 
generally  is  filled  to  capacity  on  weekdays,  and  on  evenings  when  there 
are  performances  at  the  Opera  House.    On  evenings  of  performances, 
curbside  parking  is  also  filled  up  to  a  distance  of  four  blocks  from  the 

Opera  House.    During  matinees,  very  few  on-street  and  off-street  park- 

i/ 

ing  spaces  are  available  within  a  four-block  radius  of  the  Opera  House. 

Charter  buses  used  for  Opera  House  matinees    park  on  Grove  and 
Franklin  Streets,  using  curbside  parking  spaces  reserved  by  the  Police 
Department.    When  large  numbers  of  buses  (up  to  35  vehicles)  are  in 
use,  some  of  these  double-park  on  Franklin  Street  and  others  park  in 
the  small  lot  behind  the  Opera  House. 
C.  Public  Transit  (within  walking  distance  of  the  site) 

Of  REGIONAL  IMPORTANCE  are  the  following  services: 
o    Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District  -  Market  Street  subway.  Civic 
Center  Station  at  Seventh/Eighth  and  Market  Streets;  connections 
to  most  East  Bay  points  and  also  Daly  City.    (At  the  present  time 
BART  does  not  provide  evening  or  weekend  service.) 
o    Golden  Gate  Transit  Service  to  Marin  County  via  Golden  Gate 
Avenue/McAllister  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue;  service  to 
Marin  and  southern  Sonoma  Counties. 

\J  As  this  report  goes  to  press,  word  has  been  received  that  the  San 
Francisco  Parking  Authority  will  request  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
to  increase  parking  rates  at  the  three  City  -  parking  facilities  in  the 
Civic  Center  area. 
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o    The  Greyhound  Bus  Depot,  located  at  Seventh  and  Market  Streets; 
service  to  Peninsula  points,  San  Francisco  International  Airport, 
and  long  distance  intercity  service.    (Greyhound  is  expected  to 
move  its  terminal  operations  to  the  Transbay  Terminal  at  First 
and  Mission  Streets  when  that  facility  is  rebuilt.  ) 

o    AC  Transit  bus  service.  Southern  Pacific  commute  train  service, 
and  Golden  Gate  ferry  service,  because  of  their  distance  from 
the  site,  would  not  be  attractive  to  most  Performing  Arts  Center 
patrons . 

Of  LOCAL  IMPORTANCE  for  San  Francisco  service  are  the 
following  routes: 

o    BART  service  to  Market  and  Mission  Street  and  the  southwest 

region  of  San  Francisco, 
o    San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  (MUNI)  Line  No.  47  -  Potrero 

trolley  bus  service  on  Van  Ness  Avenue  north  to  Aquatic  Park 

and  south  to  the  Potrero  District, 
o    MUNI  Line  No.  21  -  Hayes  trolley  bus  west  on  Hayes  to  the 

Richmond  District  and  east  on  Grove  via  Market  Street  to  the 

Ferry  Building. 

o    MUNI  Line  No.  85  -  Downtown  Shoppers  Shuttle  service  (weekday 
off-peak  period  only)  via  Hayes,  Franklin  and  Grove  (end  of  the 
line)  to  Market  Street  and  downtown  area. 
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o  MUNI  Line  No.  5  -  McAllister  trolley  bus  service  on  McAllister 
Street  west  to  Outer  Richmond  District  and  east  to  Market  Street 
and  downtown. 

o    MUNI  Line  No.  19  -  Polk  service  on  Larkin  and  Polk  to  Fisher- 
man's Wharf  northbound  and  via  Hyde  Street  south  across  Market 
Street  to  Potrero  District  or  the  Southern  Pacific  Depot. 

o    MUNI  Market  Street  bus  lines  6,  7,  66,  71,  and  72  to  Haight- 

Ashbury  and  Sunset/Parkside  District  and  also  to  the  downtown 
area.    The  No.  8  line  operates  along  Market  Street  from  the 

Embarcadero  to  Castro  Street. 

o    MUNI  Market  Street  streetcar  lines  J,  K,  L,  M,  N  to  Haight- 
Ashbury,  Sunset/Parkside,  West  Portal,  Ingleside,  Ocean  View, 
and  Eureka  Valley  Districts  and  to  the  Transbay  Terminal. 

The  existing  streetcar  routes  will  be  converted  to  the  MUNI  Metro 
subway  surface  system  starting  about  1976.        (100  new  articulated 
cars  have  been  ordered  for  use  on  existing  surface  lines  and  on  the 
upper  level  of  the  Market  Street  subway.  )   MUNI  Metro  stations  will 
be  located  in  the  Civic  Center  BART  station  and  at  an  exclusive  MUNI 
subway  station  at  Van  Ness  and  Market. 

In  addition  to  regular  MUNI  Service,  special  buses  are  provided  to 
serve  Opera  House  attendees  leaving  performances  in  the  evening.  One 
or  two  buses  are  provided  on  a  special  run  along  the  47  line  route  to 
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Chestnut  Street  and  thence  along  the  30  line  route  to  its  terminal  at 

Broderick  Street.    This  service  is  heavily  patronized  while  utilization 

of  other  bus  routes,  by  attendees,  is  very  light. 

Figure  4  shows  mass  transit  routes  within  walking  distance  of  the 

site.  Table  2  lists  capacity  and  utilization  of  tranis  lines.  Van  Ness 
Avenue  and  Market  and  Hayes  Streets  have  been  designated  as  Transit 

Streets  in  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  Gomprehensive  Plan,  and 

al-'.ig  with  Grove  Street  are  designated  as  downtown  Transit  Arterial  Street 

D.  Taxis 

Taxis  are  an  attractive  mode  of  access  to  symphony  and  other  types 
of  performances  at  the  Opera  House,  especially  to  matinees.  Taxi 
service  is  not,  however,  of  significant  magnitude,  serving  approximately 
50  persons  per  performance, 

E.  Pedestrian  Routes 

The  Civic  Center  has  long  been  established  as  an  area  associated 
with  and  conducive  to  pedestrian  movement.    The  adjacent  government 
functions  generate  inter -building  pedestrian  movements  while  the  plazas 
are  an  attraction  to  children,  senior  citizens,  tourists  and  office  workers 
during  ]unch  hour.    The  pedestrian  system  in  the  Civic  Center  includes 
adequate  sidewalks  and  crosswalks  as  part  of  a  continuous  system. 
Plazas  include  additional  areas  of  exclusive  pedestrian  usage. 

Utilization  of  pedestrian  facilities  is  generally  far  below  the  possible 

capacity  of  such  sidewalks  and  crosswalks.    The  only  exception  to  this 

occurs  when  a  performance  at  the  Opera  House  concludes,  discharging 

up  to  3000  or  more  attendees.    Although  almost  all  of  these  pedestrians 
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TABLE  2 


System 


TRANSIT  SYSTEM  CAPACITY  AND  UTILIZATION 


Route(8) 


Description 


(1) 


Hourly  Capacity     and  Utilization 
Peak  Afternoon 

(4) 


(5-6  p.m.) 


Capacity  Load 
Factor 


(2) 


Capacity 


Evening 
(10-llp.m,)''*' 


Load  Capacity  Load 

Factor'  Factof  ' 


p.  m. 


Bay  Area 
Rapid  Transit 
(BART) 


Richmond  -  Concord  -  East  Bay 
Fremont/Daly  City  Service 


25,  000 


1.  2 


25, 000 


1.0 


16, 500 


0.  3 


Golden  Gate 
Transit 


Marin/ 

Sonoma  Service      2,  200 


1.  3 


2,  200 


0.  8 


800  0.3 


Greyhound 
Lines 


San  Francisco 
Municipal 
Railway 
(MUNI) 


J,  K,  L, 
M,  N 


6,  7,  66,  71,  72 

19 
21 

47 

47/30 


Peninsula  Rts.  / 

San  Jose  Service  700 

(3) 

MUNI  Metro 
(Streetcars)  14,400 

McAllister  Line      2,  000 

Haight  Street 

Lines  4,900 

Polk  Line  2,  000 

Hayes  Line  1, 200 

Potrero  Line  1,  500 

Special  Evening 
Service  for 
Opera  House 
Performances 

Castro-Market  Line'^' 


0.  6 

1.4 

1.  0 

1.  2 
0.  8 

0.  8 

1.  3 


700 

14,400 
2,000 

4,  900 
2,  000 
1,  200 
1,  500 


0.  6 

0.  8 
0.  6 

0.  6 
0.  5 
0.  6 
0.  8 


400 


0.  3 


4,400  0.5 
600  0.  2 


1,800 

500 
400 
600 

200 


0.  2 
0.  3 
0.  3 

0.  5 

1.  2 


Total 


53, 900 


53, 900 


26, 200 


(1)  Hourly  capacities  of  systems  include  standees;    Capacity  is  estimated  for  the  heavy  passenger  flow  direction. 

(2)  Load  factor  of  1.  0  corresponds  to  full  seating  with  no  standees.  Load  factors  relate  to  conditions  in  the  Civic 
Center  area.  (MUNI  considers  load  factor  of  1.  5  as  maximum  acceptible  "crush"  load.  )  Load  factors  based 
upon  passenger  counts  at  Civic  Center;  5-9-75,  5-14-75,  5-15-75,  &  5-16-75. 

(3)  At  existing  PCC  Streetcar  headways  and  load  factors. 

(4)  Afternoon  and  evening  capacity/utilization  correspond  to  times  of  discharge  of  matinee  and  evening  perform- 
ances, respectively.  Matinee  discharge  between  4  and  4:30  p.m.  occurs  slightly  in  advance  of  transit  system 
peak  traffic  load.  MUNI  evening  peak  hour  at  Civic  Center  is  as  follows: 

Route  Evening  Peak  Hour 

7.  8,   19.  21,  47         _  4:30  -  5:30  p.m. 

J,  K,  L,  M,  N, 

6,  66,  71,  72               —  4:45  -  5:45  p.m. 

5    5  -  6  p.  m. 

(5)  Figures  for  this  existing  service  have  not  been  presented,  as  they  would  not  reflect  the  expected  patronage 
when  the  Muni  Metro  System  is  operating  under  Market  Street,  and  the  No.  8  would  be  the  only  line  then 
providing  surface  service. 

Source:    BART,  Golden  Gate  Transit,  Greyhound,  MUNI,  and  Tudor  Engineering  Company. 


Tudor  Engineering  Company 
August  1975 
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ultimately  become  auto  or  transit  passengers,  they  begin  their  trips 
as  pedestrians,  while  walking  to  parked  cars  or  transit  stops.  This 
flow  of  pedestrians  quickly  dissipates  as  it  divides  into  separate  streams 
headed  toward  parking  areas  or  transit  stops  in  the  vicinity.    Thus  only 
the  sidewalks  immediately  adjacent  to  the  Opera  House  exits  are  heavily 
utilized,  and  then  for  only  a  very  short  (5  -  10  minute)  period. 
F.  Bicycle  Routes 

Grove  Street,  Market  Street,  and  Polk  Street  have  been  designated 
as  bicycle  routes  in  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  San  Francisco 
Master  Plan.    Bicycling  is  also  possible  on  all  other  streets.  Existing 
bike  usage  in  this  part  of  the  City  is  light. 

3.      TRIP  GENERATION 

The  trip  generation  characteristics  of  the  Performing  Arts  Center  will 
be  related  to  activities  at  the  Center  and  their  times  of  occurence.  Trip 
generation  according  to  these  types  of  usage  is  summarized  in  Table  3, 
based  upon  data  and  assumptions  as  noted. 

Regular  daytime  travel  to  the  Center  will  be  minimal  due  to  less  than 
100  employees,  rehearsing  performers,  and  casual  visitors  that  would  use 
the  facility  on  an  average  weekday.    A  matinee  performance,  however,  could 
draw  an  additional  2400  persons  to  the  Center  during  the  day. 
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An  evening  performance  would  attract  up  to  3Z00  persons,  the  maximum 
crowd  to  be  expected  from  activities  at  the  Performing  Arts  Center. 

The  trip  generation  rates  shown  for  performances  at  the  Performing 
Arts  Center  are  similar  to  those  now  taking  place  at  the  Opera  House. 
Attendance  rates  are  based  upon  an  evening  seated  capacity  crowd  and 
approximately  three-quarters  that  number  for  a  matinee.    Except  for 
full  time  employees  and  rehearsing  performers,  the  majority  of  building 
users  will  make  no  more  than  two  trips  (arrival  and  departure)  per  day. 
Employment  rates  are  assumed  to  be  similar  to  those  at  the  existing 
Opera  House. 

The  proportional  usage  of  various  transport  modes  for  performances 
was  determined  by  observation  of  departures  from  a  symphony  performance 
on  Friday  evening.  May  9,   1975, and  matinee  arrivals  and  departures  on 
Thursday,  May  Z9,   1975,  and  are  summarized  in  Table  3.    For  daytime, 
employment-related  travel  to  the  Center,  the  relevant  modal  split  was 
derived  from  1965  Bay  Area  Transportation  Study  data  for  work-related 
trips.    In  general,  use  of  mass  transit  declines  in  the  evening.  Matinee 
performances  frequently  attract  organized  groups  making  use  of  chartered 
buses . 

Average  auto  occupancy  is  low  (under  1.5)  in  daytime  but  averages 
about  3.0  amongst  performance  patrons  due  to  the  predominantly  recreation- 
purpose  travel  to  performances. 
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The  weekday  daytime  operation  is  dominated  by  work  trips  and  has 
peak  periods  coinciding  with  the  areawide  morning  and  evening  peak  hour 
traffic  on  the  street  system.    The  magnitude  of  traffic  generation  at  these 
times,  however,  is  less  than  20  vehicles. 

As  is  the  case  with  the  Opera  House, the  matinee  performance  arrival 
at  the  Center  would  occur  during  an  afternoon  off-peak  hour  (1:00  -  2:00  p.m. 
The  departure  wo\ild  occur  just  before  the  evening  peak  traffic  on  the  street 
system.    Traffic  generation  in  this  case  is  still  of  moderate,  (500  vehicle) 
magnitude  because  of  the  usage  of  many  charter  buses  and  transit  modes. 

The  evening  performance  has  an  arrival  peak  after  the  afternoon  rush 
hour  and  a  departure  period  in  the  late  evening,  at  an  off-peak  period  of  the 
street  system.    Traffic  generation  is  of  major  proportions  up  to  1000 
vehicles,  but  is  of  short  duration,  dissipating  within  20  minutes. 

4.     TRIP  DISTRIBUTION  AND  ASSIGNMENT 
A.  Directional  Distribution 

Vehicular  traffic  and  public  transit  passenger  trips  to  be  generated 
by  the  Performing  Arts  Center  have  destinations  (and  origins)  in  both 
San  Francisco  and  other  Bay  Area  communities.    The  distribution  of 
trips  to  these  destinations  is  assumed  to  be  similar  to  that  of  trips 
attracted  to  present  symphony  performances  at  the  War  Memorial  Opera 
House. 
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Trip  distribution  is  shown  in  Table  4,  including  both  regional  and 
local  San  Francisco  destinations.    The  regional  distribution  is  based 
upon  present  attendance  patterns  of  symphony  performances.  San 
Francisco  trips, which  account  for  about  half  of  the  total, were  distributed 
throughout  the  residential  areas  of  the  City. 

Public  transit  trip  distribution  is  allocated  in  favor  of  lines  which 
are  presently  successful  in  attracting  Opera  House  performance  attendee; 
as  riders. 

The  actual  number  of  automobile  trips  for  each  of  the  three  operating 
conditions regular  weekday,  matinee  performance,  and  evening 
performance -- are  shown  in  Table  4.    These  trips  represent  all  trips 
generated,  as  shown  in  Table  3,  and  distributed  to  destinations  as  indi- 
cated in  Table  4. 

B.  Assignment  of  Traffic  to  Specific  Routes 

The  directionally  distributed  traffic  in  Table  4  is  assigned  to  the 
road  network  in  Figure  5,  and  the  transit  network  in  Figure  6.  Factors 
governing  traffic  assignments  include  travel  distance  and  time.  Transit 
trips  are  assigned  to  lines  in  approximate  proportion  to  existing  patronag 
levels.    The  successful  attraction  of  Opera  House  attendees  to  the  MUNI 
47/30  line  special  service  has  weighted  transit  trip  distribution  and  as- 
signment in  favor  of  Marina  District  destinations. 


-  143  - 


TABLE  4 


AUTO  TRIP  DISTRIBUTION 


 Regular  Weekday   Matinee  Performance   Evening  Performance 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (2)  ,3)  , 

Origin/Destination  %Distribution  One-way  %  Distribution       One-way     %  Distribution  One-way 

Trips   Trips  Trips 


San  Francisco  -  Total 

60 

11 

46 

234 

46 

409 

Marina/Pacific  Hts. 

8 

2 

8 

41 

8 

71 

Richmond 

10 

2 

7 

36 

7 

62 

Sunset/Parkside 

10 

2 

7 

36 

7 

62 

Twin  Peaks/Central 

8 

2 

6 

31 

6 

53 

Southwest  Region 

9 

2 

6 

31 

6 

53 

South  Region 

9 

2 

5 

26 

5 

45 

Golden  Gateway/ 

Downtown 

6 

1 

7 

36 

7 

62 

Peninsula/San  Jose 

17 

3 

24 

122 

24 

214 

East  Bay 

15 

3 

21 

107 

21 

187 

Marin 

8 

2 

9 

46 

9 

80 

100                         19                          100                  510  100  890^^' 

TRANSIT  TRIP  DISTRIBUTION 

Regular  Weekday                          Matinee  Performance  Evening  Performance 

Origin/Destination               %Distribution^^'      One-way            %  Distribution^'^'   One-way  %  Distribution^'^'  One-way' 

Trips                                               Trips  Trips 


San  Francisco  -  Total 

60 

12 

70 

463 

92 

150 

Marina/Pacific  Hts. 

8 

2 

15 

99 

50 

82 

Richmond 

10 

2 

10 

66 

10 

16 

Sunset/Parkside 

10 

2 

10 

60 

10 

16 

Twin  Peaks/Central 

8 

2 

7 

46 

10 

16 

Southwest  Region 

9 

2 

8 

53 

5 

8 

South  Region 

9 

2 

10 

66 

5 

8 

Golden  Gateway/ 

Downtown 

6 

3 

10 

66 

10 

16 

Peninsula/San  Jose 

17 

3 

5 

33 

2 

3 

East  Bay 

15 

3 

20 

132 

5 

8 

Marin 

8 

2 

5 

33 

1 

2 

(4) 

TOTAL 

100 

20 

100 

662 

100 

164 

(1)   Sources  -  1965  Bay  Area 

Transportation  Study, 

Tudor  Engineering  Company 

(2)   Peak  hour  one-way  trips 

as  specified  in  Table  A-3. 

(3)   Sources  -  San  Francisco  Symphony, 

Tudor  Engineering  Company 

(4)   From  Table  3,       summation  of  individual  trips 

may  not  equal  to  Total  due  to 

rounded  numbers. 

(5)    1974  San  Francisco  Dept. 

of  Public 

Works  Surv 

ey  indicates  910  one-way  trips  to  Opera  House. 

Tudor  Engineering  Company 
June  1975 


(4) 

TOTAL 
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PROPOSED  SAN  FRANCISCO  PERFORMING  ARTS  CENTER  FIGURE 
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TRANSPORTATION  RELATED  IMPACTS 
A.  Impact  of  Physical  Changes 

The  potential  impacts  of  the  project  on  the  transportation  system 
are  a  result  of: 

o    Access  requirements  for  Performing  Arts  Center  activities 

and  garage  usage, 
o    Removal  of  the  existing  on-site  parking  lot  and  some 

adjacent  on-street  parking. 

The  impact  of  the  removal  of  existing  parking  is  negated  by 
the  inclusion  of  the  replacement  garage  as  part  of  the  new  Performing 
Arts  Center.    Since  the  397  stall  garage  replaces  only  existing  parking 
displaced  by  the  Center,  there  is  no  net  impact  due  to  any  variance 
of  the  parking  supply.    Existing  parking  to  be  replaced  includes  326 
parking  lot  spaces,  26  curbside  spaces,  and  28  spaces  to  be  displaced 
by  the  proposed  Opera  House  addition  on  Franklin  Street. 

The  access  points  for  the  new  garage  are  an  improvement  on  the 

existing  lot,  providing  ingress  and  egress  to  Franklin  Street,  as  well 

as  ingress  from  Hayes  Street,  egress  to  Grove  Street  and  ingress  from 

Grove  Street  before  evening  performances.    This  arrangement  distribut 

traffic  to  three  streets,  at  locations  conducive  to  queuing  of  entering 
vehicles  and  weaving  maneuvers  upon  exit  from  the  garage. 


S.  F.  Traffic  Engineering  Department,  Parking  Inventory. 
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Provision  of  adequate  passenger  loading  zones  on  Grove  Street  and 
Van  Ness  Avenue,  near  the  Center  main  entrance,  will  conflict  with 

existing  curbside  parking  and  bus  stops.    Parking  spaces  eliminated  for 
provision  of  loading  zones  would  be  replaced  by  the  Center  garage.  The 
three  bus  stops  presently  occupying  the  potential  passenger  loading  area 
are  used  by  the  MUNI  No.  47,   21,  and  85  lines.    The  85  line  stop  is  a 
layover  terminal.     These  bus  stops  may  be  subject  to  relocation. 

The  traffic  impact  of  the  Performing  Arts  Center  is  due  to  activities 
within  the  Center,  not  to  the  accessory  garage,  which  would  not  itself 
generate  or  encourage  new  traffic.    These  activities  are  categorized  in 
three  operational  types  -  regular  daytime,  matinee  performance, 
and  evening  performance.    In  addition,   special  conditions  and  related 
impact  are  created  when  a  performance  at  the  Center  is  scheduled 
concurrently  with  another  major  attraction  in  the  Civic  Center,  espec- 
ially at  the  adjacent  Opera  House.    Frequency  of  concurrent  evening 
performances  at  the  Performing  Arts  Center  and  the  Opera  House  is 
estimated  at  40  times  per  year  in  the  initial  years,  ultimately  invol- 
ving as  many  as  80  concurrent  performances  annually. 

Table  5  summarizes  the  present  capacity  of  the  transportation  system, 
together  with  the  additional  traffic  load  generated  by  the  Performing 
Arts  Center  in  each  of  its  three  types  of  operation.    In  the  case  of 
traffic  loads  generated  by  performances  at  the  Center,  maximum  vol- 
umes will  occur  immediately  following  these  performances,  when 
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almost  all  attendees  will  exit  the  area  within  a  20- 30  minute  period.  The 
traffic  volvimes  derived  from  the  trip  assignments  would  also  occur 
during  this  short  period.    For  determination  of  peak  loading,  these 
volumes  are  converted  to  an  hourly  basis  for  comparison  with  street 
and  transit  residual  capacities,  which  are  expressed  in  terms  of 
hourly  volumes.    In  this  manner,  capacity  is  evaluated  on  an  hourly 
basis. 

B.   Regular  Weekday  Usage 

No  significant  transportation  impact  will  result  from  regular  week- 
day activities  of  employees,  staff,  rehearsing  performers, and  visitors. 
The  critical  demand  placed  upon  the  transportation  system  by  this 
limited  number  of  regular  users  would  occur  during  the  morning  and 
evening  peak  hours  when  streets  and  transit  service  are  operating  at 
near  capacity.    The  additional  volumes  of  less  than  10  trips  per  route 
in  most  cases  can,  however,  be  easily  absorbed  into  the  system,  even 
during  the  peak  periods.    This  is  also  true  of  the  additional  weekday 
parking  demand  for  about  only  30  spaces. 

The  impact  of  the  Center  on  bicycle  usage  would  be  negligible.  It 
is  also  anticipated  that  there  will  be  a  neglible  increase  in  truck  traffic 
related  to  the  Center.    Truck  loading  would  be  accomodated  in  an  off- 
street  bay,    and    would  have  no  significant  impact  on  street  traffic  flow. 
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C .     Matinee  Performances 

A  matinee  performance  at  the  Performing  Arts  Center  would  be  of 
essentially  the  same  nature  and  magnitude  and  generate  a  similar  im- 
pact on  the  local  and  regional  transportation  facilities  as  present  mati- 
nee performances  at  the  Opera  House. 

Vehicular  traffic  impact  on  the  street  network  due  to  matinee  per- 
formances  will  be  light.    The  impact,  as  derived  in  Table  5,  is  not 
critical  because  of  the  large  number  of  groups  expected  to  charter 
buses;  and  many  other  attendees  using  mass  transit.    As  is  presently 
the  case  with  Opera  House  matinees,  arrivals  and  especially  departures 
of  attendees  will  generate  some  local  traffic  congestion.    This  will 
not,  however,  be  of  sufficient  proportion  to  cause  more  than  a  minute 
or  two  average  delay  on  adjacent  arterial  streets.    The  localized  con- 
gestion will  be  of  short  (10  -  15  minute)  duration  and  will  disperse  before 
the  evening  rush  hour  traffic  approaches  its  peak. 

Impact  on  most  transit  lines  wd  uld  also  be  light  because  at  4:15  p.m.—,' 
when  a  matinee  would  discharge,  transit  capacities  are  high,  and  the 
peak  of  the  evening  rush  has  yet  to  occur.    The  most  heavily  used  transit 
lines  would  have  stops  very  near  the  Center,  so  walking  time  to  stops 
would  be  negligible.    As  indicated  in  Table  2,  the  peak  hour  on  most 
adjacent  MUNI  lines  begins  at  4:30  or  4:45  p.m.    Maximum  loading 
does  not  occur  until  the  middle  of  the  peak  hour,  about  5  p.m.  There 
is  a  large  residual  passenger  capacity  during  afternoon  off-peak 
hours  for  absorption  of  the  additional  transit  riders.    The  Center 
would,  in  effect,  positively  contribute  to  the  operational  viability  of  a 

number  of  transit  routes. 

1.      The  actual  time  of  discharge  would  vary  depending  on  the  performance, 
but  would  most  probably  occur  between  4:00  p.m.  and  4:30  p.m. 
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Demand  for  matinee  parking  would  be  increased  by  approximately 
500  spaces  and  those  who  normally  enjoy  close-by  parking  privileges 
would  be  required  to  park  their  vehicles  at  more  remote  garages  such 
as  those  at  the  CSAA  Building,  Fox  Plaza,  Civic  Center  Underground 
Garage,  etc.  ,  and  at  curb  parking  spaces.  Chartered  buses  will  pre-empt 
some  adjacent  curbside  parking.  The  existing  on  and  off-street  parking  fac- 
ilities would  be  able  to  accommodate  marginally  the  anticipated  demands 
(see  Table  6),  but  in  doing  so,  all  residual  parking  supply  would  be  utilized. 
As  is  presently  the  case  during  Opera  House  matinees,  afternoon  park- 
ing in  the  Civic  Center  would  be  virtually  unavailable  within  comfortable 
walking  distance.    This  constitutes  a  major  impact  of  the  Performing 
Arts  Center. 

D.    Evening  Performances 

Evening  performances  occur  when  vehicular  traffic  movements  on 
the  local  and  regional  access  routes  are  light  and  parking  demand  in 
the  project  vicinity  is  lower  than  during  the  day.    An  evening  perfor- 
mance at  the  Performing  Arts  Center  would  be  of  essentially  the  same 
nature  and  magnitude  and  would  generate  a  similar  impact  on  the  local 
and  regional  transportation  facilities  as  present  evening  performances 
at  the  Opera  House. 

Transportation  impact  of  Opera  House  and  projected  similar  Perform- 
ing Arts  Center  evening  performances  would  manifest  their  critical 
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effects  when  the  audience  arrives  and  departs.    A  capacity  crowd 
departure  results  in   both  vehicular  and  pedestrian  traffic  congestion 
on  adjacent  streets  and  sidewalks  for  a  15  -  30  minute  period  before 
dissipating.    As  indicated  in  Table  5,  the  street  systera  at  this  late 
evening  hour  is  operating  generally  well  below  capacity.    With  the 
exception  of  immediately  adjacent  intersections  during  the  15  -  ZO 
minute  period  of  departure,  traffic  thoroughfares  can  accept  the  add- 
itional traffic  without  congestion.     The  localized  street  congestion 
occuring  before,  and  especially  after,  evening  performances  is  a 
significant  transportation  impact  of  the  Performing  Arts  Center. 

Influence  of  an  evening  performance  on  parking  would  also  be  similar 
to  the  influence  of  the  existing  Opera  House  performances  with  parking 
demand  for  approximately  800  -  1000  spaces.    The  397  space  accessory 
garage  (which  replaces  the  existing  lot)  would  be  completely  occupied. 
Curbside  spaces  would  be  filled  for  a  Z  -  3  block  radius  surrounding 
the  Center.    Other  nearby  garages  would  experience  moderate  increase 
in  utilization. 

Impact  on  transit  would  be  negligible.  Nighttime  travel  on  public 
transit  does  not  appear  to  be  attractive  to  attendees  of  these  types  of 
performances.    An  exception  to  this  general  situation  would  occur  if 
special  MUNI  buses  would  be  scheduled  to  wait  for  and  pick  up 
attendees,    (As  now  provided  for  Opera  House  performances  .  )  This 
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type  of  service  is  attractive  and  could  increase  transit  ridership. 
Evening  BART  service  also  may  be  attractive  for  East  Bay  attendees, 
assunning  that  evening  BART  service  will  become  available. 

Pedestrian  travel  to  the  Center  would  be  composed  mainly  of  attendees 
walking  from  their  cars  parked  in  the  surrounding  areas.  Sidewalks 
and  crosswalks  will  be  filled  in  areas  immediately  adjacent  to  the 
Center  ^  following  performances. 
E.    Concurrent  Performances 

There  will  be  a  number  of  evenings  during  the  year  when  a  perfor- 
mance at  the  Performing  Arts  Center  will  occur  while  an  additional 
attraction  is  also  taking  place  at  another  Civic  Center  location.    In  a 
number  of  cases,  more  than  two  major  attractions  may  occur  simul- 
taneously.   Concurrent  performances  could  occur  in  the  evening,  and 
concurrent  matinees  are  also  a  possibility.    Opera  House  matinee 
performances  are  not  now  as  frequent  as  evening  performances  there, 
and  the  probability  of  concurrent  matinees  is  therefore  less  than  with 
evening  performances. 

Table  6  quantifies  possible  combinations  of  performances  in  terms 

of  total  seating  capacity  for  four  auditoriums  in  the  immediate  vicinity 
of  the  site: 

1.  Performing  Arts  Center  Symphony  Hall 

2.  Performing  Arts  Center  Recital  Hall 

3.  Opera  House 

4.  Veterans '  Auditorium 
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The  traffic  generation  and  parking  demand  for  the  Performing  Arts 
Center  Symphony  Hall  has  been  determined  as  890  vehicles  for  evening 
and  510  vehicles  for  matinee  performances.    Traffic  demand  for  other 
combinations  of  auditorium  use  is  evaluated  as  a  proportion  of  these 
figures  in  Table  6. 

The  source  of  the  most  likely  critical  traffic  impact  are  concurrent 
evening  performances  at  the  Center  and  the  adjacent  Opera  House. 
Approximately  twice  the  traffic  volumes  and  parking  demand  would  be 
generated  as  a  single  performance  at  one  of  these  facilities.    The  most 
significant  impact  of  concurrent  performances  would  be  the  approximate 
doubling  of  parking  demand.    Curbside  spaces  would  be  filled  for  a 
3-4  block  radius  around  the  Performing  Arts  Center  and  Opera  House. 
Utilization  of  more  distant  garages  would  increase.    The  Civic  Center 
Garage  would  be  most  subject  to  increase  in  utilization.    Matinee  per- 
formances in  particular  would  create  critical  parking  demand  because 
weekday  parking  is  presently  in  deficit  when  there  is  an  Opera  House 
matinee. 

Impact  on  the  traffic  environment  by  discharge  of  concurrent  perform- 
ances would  be  similar  to  a  single  performance  but  with  repeated  short 
periods  of  congestion  after  each  discharge.    It  is  probable  that  simul- 
taneous discharge  of  several  audiences  would  not  frequently  occur.  In 
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the  case  of  a  simviltaneous  discharge,  however,  traffic  congestion 
would  extend  farther  from  the  site  than  in  the  case  of  a  single  perfor- 
mance, would  dissipate  more  slowly,  and  would  affect  more  intersections. 
This  is  due  to  the  larger  sphere  of  parking  influence  of  concurrent  per- 
formances.   Frequent  concurrent  performances  woiold  tend  to  increase 
transit  usage  due  to  the  greater  difficulty  of  finding  convenient  parking. 

6.  TRANSPORTATION  ALTERNATIVES 

Transportation  alternatives  for  the  Performing  Arts  Center  include 
variations  of  parking  garage  location  and  capacity.    An  alternative  location 
of  the  garage  was  studied  in  a  feasibility  report  by  DeLeuw,  Gather  and 
Company,  in  July,   1973.    The  location  studied  was  the  westerly  half  of  the 
two  blocks  between  Grove,  McAllister,  Franklin  and  Gough  Streets.  This 
location  was  proposed  for  a  1175  car  facility  and  was  predicated  on  devel- 
opment of  the  Performing  Arts  Center  west  of  Franklin  Street.  Estimated 
cost  for  the  garage  was  in  excess  of  $4,  335,  000. 

An  alternative  basement  garage  concept,  beneath  the  Performing 
Arts  Center,  although  more  costly,  would  free  additional  street  level 
area  for  building  setbacks,  loading  zones,  and  landscaping. 

7.  MITIGATION  MEASURES  OF  ADVERSE  TRANSPORTATION  IMPACTS 
The  negative  traffic  impacts  due  to  the  Performing  Arts  Center  would 

be  a  result  of  increased  traffic  volumes  on  adjacent  streets,  especially  in 
advance  of  and  immediately  following  performances.    Increased  parking 
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demand  would  also  constitute  a  negative  impact.    The  following  important 
mitigation  measures  are  available; 

o    Staggered  scheduling  of  commencement  and  conclusion  of 
concurrent  programs  at  the  Performing  Arts  Center  and  the 
Opera  House.     This  measure,  achievable  through  coordination 
between  the  two  attractors,  would  avoid  excessive  congestion 
preceding  and  following  concurrent  performances, 
o    Matinee  performances  could  be  scheduled  to  conclude  sufficiently 
early  in  the  afternoon  so  as  to  preclude  the  addition  of  matinee 
traffic  to  peak  hour  traffic, 
o    Provision  of  special  exclusive  bus  service  for  departing  attendees. 
This  service  would  include  expansion  of  the  existing  MUNI  service 
on  the  special  47/30  route  serving  the  Marina. 

A  special  shuttle  bus  could  access  BART  and  MUNI  Metro  stations 
making  these  systems  more  attractive  for  evening  use.  Special 
Golden  Gate  Transit  and  AC  Transit  service  could  also  be  developed. 

o    Street  congestion  can  be  mitigated  by  provision  of  adequate  passen- 
ger loading  zones  where  curbside  parking  and  bus  stops  now  exist. 
Parking  spaces  can  be  reserved  for  loading  zones  on  performance 
dates  and  bus  stops  relocated  to  other,  appropriate  locations. 

o    Parking  deficit  due  to  concurrent  matinee  performances  would  be 
excessive  (see  Table  6).    Mitigation  of  this  problem  can  entail 
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discouragement  of  auto  usage  for  matinee  access. 

Police  officers  could  assist  in  controlling  and  directing  traffic 

immediately  following  performances. 

The  accessory  garage  itself  is  a  mitigation  measure,  designed  to 
accommodate  (and  limited  to)  replacement  of  parking  displaced  by 
the  project. 

Interim  parking  during  construction  of  the  Center  is  to  be  provided 
on  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  property  across  Franklin 
Street  from  the  project. 
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APPENDIX 

D 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

DEPARTMENT  OF  PUBLIC  HEALTH 

CENTRAL  OFFICE  JU^e    9,  1975 

101  GROVE  STREET  ,  V 

San  Francisco.  California  94102  »    M         ■    ri'' ^ 


Mr.  R.  Spencer  Steele 
Zoning  AcMinistrator 
Dept.  of  City  Planning 
100  Larkin  St. 
San  Francisco,  Ca.  94102 


Dear  Mr.  Steele: 


Pursuant  to  your  request  of  May  23,  1975,  a  noise  element  survey  of  the  proposed 
site  of  a  Symphony  Hall  and  Recital  Theater  at  the  location  of  the  Commerce  High 
School  Football  Field  has  been  conducted  by  Inspectors  MacDonough  and  Breslin  of 
this  Department. 

The  results  indicate  that  the  L-50  value  (the  soiind  pressure  level  which  is 
exceeded  50%  of  the  time)  averaged  74  dbA  at  2  -  5  P.M.,  70  dbA  at  7  -  11  P.M., 
66  dbA  at  1  -  2  A.M.,  and  74  dbA  at  10  -  11  A.M.     The  sound  pressure  threshold 
(L-90)  averaged  66  dbA  at  2  -  5  P.M.,  61  dbA  at  7  -  11  P.M.,  56  dbA  at  1  -  2  A.M. 
and  64  at  10  -  11  A.M. 


The  7  -  11  P.M.  measurements  were  made  during  the  arrival  and  departure  of  the 
patrons  of  an  Opera  performance.  It  is  noted  that  during  this  time  period  the 
sound  pressure  levels  were  substantially  lower  than  during  the  mid-morning  and 
mid-afternoon  hours.  The  higher  sound  values  dioring  daytime  periods  is  due  to 
the  greater  number  of  commercial  vehicles  which  are  not  present  during  evening 
hours . 


The  record  of  the  test  protocol  along  with  the  graphic  tracings  are  enclosed. 

If  this  Depairtment  can  be  of  further  assistance  in  this  matter,  please  feel  free 
to  call  on  us. 


Very  truly  yours, 


E.  COYNBy  Chief 
Bureau  of  Environmental 
Health  Services 


Ends. 
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June  2,  1975 


NOISE  ELEMENT  SURVEY  of  Proposed  site  for  SYMPHONY  HALL-RECITAL  THEATER 


Location:     Commerce  High  School  Football  Field  -  Van  Ness^  Hayes,  Franklin  &  Grove 
Zoning  -  P 

Time  of  Survey:     Afternoon  Matinee  -  2  -  5  P.M. 

Evening  Performance  -  7  -  11  P.M. 

Peak  Traffic  -  10  -  11  A.M. 

Min.  Sovmd  Threshold  -  1  -  2  A.M. 

Instruments:     Class  I  General  Radio  Soiand  Level  Meter,  Model  1933 
h"  G.  R.  Multidirectional  Microphone 
Simpson  Lineal  Recorder,  Model  #2745 

G.  R.  Sound  Meter  calibrated  to  114  dbA  prior  to  each  test  period 
Simpson  recorder  calibrated  to  scale  on  GR  Meter 


Survey  Locations:     Site  #1  -  Van  Ness  Ave. 

Site  #2  -  Hayes  St. 

Site  #3  -  Franklin 

Site  #4  -  Grove  St. 

Site  #5  -  Van  Ness 
Results:  2-5PM  7-11  PM 


Grove  &  Hayes  -  West  Side 

-  Van  Ness  &  Franklin  -  N.  Side 

-  Hayes  S  Grove  -  East  Side 

-  Franklin  &  Van  Ness  -  South  Side 

-  Hayes  &  Fell  -  West  Side 
1-2  AM  10-11  AM 


Site 

#1  *** 

82-74-75 

77-69-60 

77-70-57 

82-75-67 

Site 

#2 

78-74-64 

78-70-61 

75-66-56 

80-72-62 

Site 

#3 

80-74-64 

79-72-62 

73-64-56 

80-74-64 

Site 

#4 

76-71-64 

74-67-60 

68-60-55 

76-71-61 

Site 

#5 

80-75-65 

79-70-61 

77-68-57 

82-76-64 

***    Tabulations  represent  from  left  to  right  the  L-10,  L-50  &  L-90  Values: 


L-10  -  the  sound  pressure  levels 
L-50  -  the  sovmd  pressure  levels 
L-90  -  the  sound  pressure  levels 


exceed  this  value  10%  of  the  time 
exceed  this  value  50%  of  the  time 
exceed  this  value  90%  of  the  time. 
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CHAPTER 

13 


XIII.    SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

A.     List  of  Persons,  Organizations  and  Public  Agencies  Commenting 
on  the  Draft  EIR. 


1.     Meetings  with  Staff 


Page 


a.  Stewart  H.  Bloom,  with    178 

Alec  S.  Bash,  Department  of  City  Planning, 
August  4,  1975 

2.  Correspondence 

a.  William  M.  Brinton,  Attorney  at  Law    168 

Alcoa  Building 

One  Maritime  Plaza 
^  San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

To:      Ms.  Selina  Bendix,  Environmental  Review 
Officer,  Department  of  City  Planning 
July  14,  1975 

b.  Samuel  B.  Stewart,  President    173 

Sponsors  of  San  Francisco  Performing 

Arts  Center,  Inc. 
Bank  of  America  Center  -  Room  2170 
555  California  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

To:      The  Honorable  Chairman  and  Members 
City  Planning  Commission 
July  16,  1975 

c.  Richard  E.  Boles    175 

455  Upper  Terrace  #2 

San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

To:      Ms.  Selina  Bendix,  Ph.D.  Environmental 

Review  Officer,  Department  of  City  Planning 
July  28,  1975 

d.  Stewart  H.  Bloom    173 

1695  North  Point  Street,  #301 

San  Francisco,  CA  94123 

To:     Alec  Bash 

Department  of  City  Planning 
August  6,  1975 
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e.  John  L.  Frisbee,  III,  Regional  Director   

National  Trust  for  Public  Land 

West  Coast  Office 

802  Montgomery  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

To:      Dr.  Selina  Bendix, 

Environmental  Review  Officer, 
Department  of  City  Planning 
August  7,  1975 

f.  James  J.  Finn,  Director  of  Transportation  

Public  Utilities  Commission 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

287  City  Hall 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

To:      Ms.  Selina  Bendix, 

Environmental  Review  Officer, 
Department  of  City  Planning 
August  7,  1975 

g.  Milton  Feldstein,  Deputy  Air  Pollution  Control      •  • 
Officer,  Bay  Area  Air  Pollution  Control  District 
939  Ellis  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 


To:      Selina  Bendix,  Ph.  D. 

Department  of  City  Planning 
August  12,  1975 

h.  Mrs.  Bland  Piatt,  President 

Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 
100  Larkin  Street 
Civic  Center 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

To:      Mr.  Walter  S.  Newman,  President 
City  Planning  Commission 
August  13,  1975 
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i.   Rich  Bradley,  for  William  C.  Lockett,  Chief, 
Evaluation  and  Planning,  Air  Resources  Board 
1709  11th  Street 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 

To:      Ms.  Selina  Bendix,  Ph.D. 

Department  of  City  Planning 
August  19,  1975 

j.   John  J.  Williams,  Geologist,  San  Francisco 
District  Office,  Department  of  Conservation 
Division  of  Mine  and  Geology,   Ferry  Building, 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Memorandum  of  July  31,  1975 

City  Planning  Commission  Public  Hearing 
of  August  14,  1975 

a.  Stewart  H.  Bloom  •  • 
1695  North  Point  Street,  #301 

San  Francisco,  CA  94123 

Written  Report  and  Oral  Statement 
"An  analysis  of  the  inadequacies  of  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Report  San  Francisco 
Performing  Arts  Center  (EE7S.  183)" 

b.  Barney  Gould  •  . 
Productions  .  Publicity 

Golden  Gate  Theater  Building 
25  Taylor  Street,  Room  708 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Written  and  Oral  Statement 

"Critical  Comment  on  a  'Performing  Arts  Cente 
for  San  Francisco.  " 

c.  Anna  Darden  •  •  • 
166  Downey  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

Written  and  Oral  Statement 
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d.  Robert  Berner,  Urban  Conservation  Officer     ....  217 
The  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's 

Architectural  Heritage 
2007  Franklin  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Letter  to  City  Planning  Commission  and 
Oral  Statement 
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B. 


Comments  and  Responses 


In  the  Response  Section,  where  a  revision  is  indicated,  the  wording 
that  is  underlined  is  the  new  language,  and  the  wording  within  paren- 
thesis is  the  former  wording  which  has  been  deleted. 

1 .      William  M.  Brinton,  Attorney  at  Law 

Letter  of  July  14,  1975,  to  Selina  Bendix,  Environmental  Review 
Officer 

a.      Comment  1 : 


"Reference  is  made  to  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Report  (DEIR)  dated  July  9,   1975.    It  covers  the  San  Fran- 
cisco Performing  Arts  Center  at  Van  Ness  and  Grove, 
Franklin  and  Hayes.    The  following  are  comments  on  the  DEIR 
not  necessarily  set  forth  in  order  of  priority. 

"Appearing  on  pages  23-25,  the  DEIR  makes  the  following 
statement: 

'  This  cost  ($20  million)  would  be  financed  by  private 
sources,  through  contributions  from  fund  raising 
activities,  and  by  a  direct  capital  contribution  from 
the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  through  federal 
revenue  sharing  funds.  '     (Emphasis  added.  ) 

"The  underscored  statement  above  does  not  disclose  how, 
when  or  in  what  manner  the  '  direct  capital  contribution'  was 
made.    Nor  does  it  show  whether  a  performing  arts  center 
is  a  '  priority  expenditure'  as  required  by  law  (See  State  and 
Local  Fiscal  Assistance  Act  of  1972  (The  Act)  -  31  U.S.  C. 
1221  et  seq.  and  in  particular,  S  1222,  which  does  not  list  a 
performing  arts  center  as  a  '  priority  expenditure.  '    See  also 
Mathews  v.  Massell  (D.  C.  Georgia)  356  F.Supp.  291  (1973). 
There,  the  District  Court  found  a  violation  of  The  Act,  holding 
that  Congress  intended  that  local  governments  be  permitted 
to  expand  federal  revenue  sharing  funds  only  on  priority 
expenditures  as  defined  in  S  1222.    Moreover,  the  DEIR  does 
not  disclose  whether  the  report  required  by  S  1241  has  been 
or  will  be  filed  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  or  has 
been  or  will  be  published  in  a  newspaper  of  general  circulation 
within  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.    See  Senate  Re- 
port No.  92-1050,  U.S.  Code  Congressional  and  Adminis- 
trative News  (1972),  commencing  with  page  3874  for  legis- 
lative history.    On  page  3890,  the  Senate  Report  states: 
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'  The  committee  believes  that  it  is  better  that  the  funds  be 
spent  for  locally  determined  high  priority  purposes,  since 
it  is  at  this  level  where  the  specific  needs  of  the  community 
are  best  known  and  can  best  be  evaluated.    It  believes  that 
the  best  way  of  assuring  that  the  funds  are  spent  in  this 
manner  is  by  requiring  a  full  disclosure  to  the  local  citi- 
zenry in  advance  as  to  how  it  is  proposed  that  the  revenue 
sharing  funds  are  to  be  spent.  ' 

"In  this  connection,  see  page  3882  under  the  heading  Reasons 
ForT.he  Bill.    There  the  Senate  Report  states  in  part: 

'  Moreover,  while  most  State  and  local  governments  are 
experiencing  financial  difficulties,  for  many  core  cities  the 
financial  problems  are  particularly  acute.    The  flight  of 
middle  income  and  high  income  people  to  the  suburbs  has 
left  core  cities  with  the  severe  fiscal  burden  of  providing 
services  to  large  numbers  of  relatively  low  income  people 
who  are  able  to  pay  only  a  relatively  small  share  of  the 
cost  of  government  services.  '  " 

Response  1; 

The  City  has  agreed  to  appropriate  $1.0  million  annually 
for  a  five  year  period  from  General  Revenue  Sharing  Funds  as 
the  City' s  contribution  to  the  project.    To  date,  a  total  of  $3 
million  dollars  has  been  appropriated,  which  is  in  an  account 
of  the  War  Memorial  Board  of  Trustees.    The  funds  would  be 
transferred  to  the  project  pursuant  to  provisions  set  forth  in 
a  Development  Agreement  which  would  be  prepared  coopera- 
tively by  the  City  and  the  project  sponsors. 

The  project  is  a  priority  expenditure  within  the  category  of 
ordinary  and  necessary  capital  expenditures  authorized  by  law, 
and  the  funds  have  been  allocated  pursuant  to  the  Annual 
Appropriation  Ordinance  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

The  reports  required  by  Section  1241  relating  to  planned  use 
and  actual  use  of  General  Revenue  Sharing  Funds  have  been 
filed  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  and  published  pur- 
suant to  applicable  requirements,  for  each  year  of  the  General 
Revenue  Sharing  Program.    These  documents  are  on  file  at  the 
City' s  Controller' s  Office. 

Comment  2: 

"On  page  25,  the  DEIR  states  in  part  as  follows  in  referring 
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to  the  'Accessory  Garage:  ' 

'Additionally,  the  City  may  wish  to  secure  further  the 
bonded  indebtedness  with  funds  from  other  sources.  ' 

"If  the  City  secures  the  'bonded  indebtedness'  without  a 
vote  of  the  people,  2/3  concurring,  it  may  be  in  violation  of 
Article  l6.  Section  18,  California  Constitution.    See  City  of 
Palm  Springs  v.  Ringwald  (1  959)  52  C.  2d  620  (Violation  of 
Section  18  found  where  the  governmental  entity  was  liable  to 
maintain  the  special  fund  out  of  its  general  fund  or  by  tax 
levies  should  the  special  fund  prove  insufficient). 

"The  DEIR  indicates  the  'debt  ($1.8  million  plus  interest) 
would  be  retired  with  earnings  from  the  garage.  '    This  ap- 
pears to  be  a  special  fund  situation.    However,  if  the  City  in- 
tends to  maintain  the  special  funds  out  of  its  general  fund  or  by 
tax  levies  if  the  Accessory  Garage  revenue  proves  insufficient, 
then  the  garage  financing  may  require  a  vote  of  the  people, 
2/3  concurring. 

"It  is  impossible  to  tell  from  the  DEIR  just  what  the  fi- 
nancing scheme  will  be,  and  in  detail.  To  that  extent,  the 
DEIR  is  clearly  inadequate.  " 

Response  2: 

The  precise  method  of  financing  the  parking  garage  can 
only  be  determined  when  a  financial  feasibility  report  has  been 
completed.    The  project  sponsors  state  that  preparation  of 
such  a  report  would  commence  upon  designation  by  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  of  the  subject  site  for  the  proposed  project. 

The  proposed  parking  garage  would  not  be  financed  in  the 
manner  disapproved  by  the  California  Supreme  Court  in  City 
of  Palm  Springs  v.  Ringwald,  52  C.  2d  620  (1959). 

Page  25,  paragraph  two,  has  had  the  following  sentence 
deleted: 

"(Additionally,  the  City  may  wish  to  secure  further  the 
bonded  indebtedness  with  funds  from  other  sources.  )" 

Comment  3; 

"This  section,  (Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Project)  be- 
ginning on  page  81  of  the  DEIR,  is  inadequate  and  inaccurate. 
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By  conclusory  statements,  it  eliminates  any  downtown  sites 
and  focuses  only  on  three  alternative  sites,  all  in  the  Civic 
Center  area.    In  fact,  the  Performing  Arts  Center  without 
an  Accessory  Garage  would  be  less  expensive.  Furthermore, 
existing  downtown  parking  is  more  than  adequate  for  patrons. 
To  eliminate  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Project 
Area  (YBC)  as  an  alternative  site  is  a  serious  omission, 
particularly  when  the  DEIR  states  that  '  the  availability  of 
transit  service  favors  downtown  locations.  '    The  '  .  .  .  intro- 
duction of  additional  traffic  to  already  congested  downtown 
streets.  '  is  not  a  major  factor  where  substantial  night-time 
use  of  the  Performing  Arts  Center  is  contemplated.    The  YBC 
site  is  not  even  mentioned  as  an  alternative. 

"While  the  DEIR  does  mention  '  a  City  office  or  courts 
building'  as  an  alternative  project  for  the  proposed  site,  it 
does  so  on  a  very  superficial  basis.    It  has  been  common 
knowledge  for  years  that  the  City  needs  a  new  courts  building. 
Yet  the  DEIR  failed  to  consult  with  persons  having  expertise  - 
namely,  the  Presiding  Judge  of  the  Superior  Court  and  other 
judges  now  in  City  Hall.  " 

Response  3; 

In  response  to  the  comment  concerning  a  Yerba  Buena  Cen- 
ter alternative  on  page  81  a  new  sentence  eight  has  been  in- 
serted, as  follows: 

"A  location  within  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment 
Area,  which  is  downtown  and  lies  south  of  Market  Street,  is  a 
potential  alternative.    However,  City  action  involving  the  final 
disposition  of  that  area,  and  building  sites  within,  remains 
indeterminable.    Consequently,  any  evaluation  analyzing  the 
impacts  within  that  area  would  not  be  germane.  " 

Also,  on  Plate  23,  page  82,  a  row  has  been  added  to  include 
Yerba  Buena  Center  in  the  general  comparison  of  alternate 
sites . 

In  response  to  the  comment  concerning  the  courts  building 
and  consultations,  copies  of  the  Report  were  sent  to  the  Clerks 
of  the  Municipal  and  Superior  Courts,  as  indicated  in  Section 
G  of  Chapter  XII,  page  109.    Additionally,  the  following  lan- 
guage has  been  inserted  on  page  84,  immediately  preceding 
the  last  sentence: 

"The  Civic  Center  Technical  Coordinating  Committee  (CCTCC) 
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had  recommended  that  a  courts  building  be  located  on  the  pro- 
ject site.    Additionally,   the  CCTCC  had  recommended  that  the 
Chief  Administrative  Officer  be  authorized  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  to  consider  alternate  means  of  financing  a  courts 
facility  on  that  site.— ^     However,  to  date,  no  financing  has 
become  available,  and  there  was  no  presumption  in  the  CCTCC 
recommendation  that  the  site  in  question  be  reserved  indef- 
initely for  such  use.  " 

d .      Comment  4: 

"This  section,  (Mitigation  Measures  Proposed  to  Minimize 
the  Impact)  covering  pages  75-76  of  the  DEIR,  is  inadequate 
and  does  not  meet  the  requirements  of  Section  21100  (c).  Public 
Resources  Code.    Having  stated  that  '  all  new  projects  re- 
quiring energy  can  be  construed  to  be  the  cause  of  interruptible 
service  for  all  parties  in  the  future'   (See  page  91),  the  DEIR 
does  not  specify  in  detail  what  '  measures  (will  be  taken)  to 
reduce  wasteful,  inefficient,  and  unnecessary  consumption  of 
energy.  '    Moreover,  the  statement  that  the  Performing  Arts 
Center  'would  be  designed'  to  utilize  certain  energy  conser- 
vation measures,  clearly  does  not  mean  that  it  will  be  so 
designed.    This  is  the  type  of  illusory  assurance  condemned 
in  Burger  v.  Mendocino  County  (1975)  45  C.  A.  3d  322. 

"The  foregoing  represent  my  comments  on  the  DEIR  on 
the  Performing  Arts  Center.  " 

Response  4: 

On  pages  75  and  76,  several  energy  conservation  measures 
are  cited.    Additionally,  the  Report  states  that  the  project 
would  be  designed  to  use  energy  conservation  standards  now 
being  developed  by  a  State  agency  and  by  a  professional  en-  - 
gineering  society.    The  project  is  still  in  its  preliminary  de- 
sign stages,  and  no  greater  detail  is  available  at  present. 

It  is  a  standard  procedure  in  EIRs  prepared  by  the  San 
Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning  to  use  "would"  rather 
than  "will",  to  clearly  indicate  that  all  aspects  of  a  project  are 
conditional  upon  a  decision  to  approve  or  carry  out  the  project. 


1.     Future  Buildings  in  the  Civic  Center,  Memorandum  to  Members,  Civic 
Center  Technical  Coordinating  Committee,  from  Allan  B.  lacobs. 
Director  of  Planning,  Chairman,  May  17,  1968. 
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2.     Samuel  B.  Stewart,  President 

Sponsors  of  San  Francisco  Performing  Arts  Center 
Letter  of  July  16,  1  975,  to  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  City- 
Planning  Commission. 

a.     Comment  5; 

"On  Monday,  July  14,   1975,  the  San  Francisco  Chronicle 
published  a  picture  of  what  it  described  as  '  the  main  entrance 
of  the  planned  symphony  hall,  '  which  is  a  major  element  in 
the  proposed  San  Francisco  performing  arts  center.    This  has, 
naturally,  led  to  a  number  of  questions  by  people  interested  in 
design. 

"The  photograph  appears  to  have  been  taken  from  page  20  of 
your  Commission' s  '  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report,  ' 
dated  July  9,   1975,  and  does  not  purport  to  be  a  '  design.  '  It 
is  labeled  a  '  preliminary  elevation.  '    Indeed,  the  report 
states  that  '  as  in  all  public  projects,  an  extensive  review  pro- 
cedure is  required  to  achieve  appropriate  design  and  aesthetic 
value.  '    Because  of  the  confusion  which  may  have  been  caused 
by  the  newspaper  picture,  I  should  like  to  take  this  opportunity 
to  assure  your  Commission  that  it  is  Sponsors'  intention  and 
that  of  the  architects  to  develop  a  design  which  will  be  com- 
pletely compatible  with  the  surroundings  in  which  the  project 
is  built.    The  Sponsors'  group  is  dedicated  to  the  achievement 
of  a  project  designed  in  conformity  with  the  highest  architectur- 
al standards  and  one  which  will  enhance  the  character  of  the 
area  in  which  it  is  located. 

"To  this  end.  Sponsors  retained  as  supervising  architect  in 
the  initial  planning  the  internationally-prominent  architect, 
Pietro  Belluschi,  following  an  exhaustive  search  and  interview 
process  approximately  18  months  ago.    Working  under  the 
direction  of  Mr.  Belluschi  in  preliminary  project  planning. 
Sponsors  continued  to  retain  the  architectural  firm  of  DeMars 
and  Wells,  who  had  participated  in  earlier  planning  phases  of 
the  project. 

"You  are,  of  course,  aware  that  the  California  Environ- 
mental Quality  Act  of  1970,  as  amended,  makes  no  reference 
whatsoever  to  'design'  of  the  proposed  project.    Nor  does  the 
City  Planning  Department  format  and  guidelines  for  material 
required  for  a  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (ER8-April 
1975)  include  any  requirement  for  design  details,   such  as 
style,  exterior  materials,  color,  texture,  or  even  general 
appearance  of  the  structure. 
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"The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  makes  no  attempt 
to  deal  with  final  building  design- -particularly  with  respect  to 
exterior  architectural  treatment  and  materials.    These  are 
open  questions  at  the  moment  to  be  dealt  with  in  detail  during 
the  next  project  phases  - -pre -preliminary  and  schematic  de- 
sign.   Moreover,  we  are  well  aware  that  the  Charter  of  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  (Section  3.  601)  reserves  to 
the  Art  Commission  jurisdiction  over  '  design'  of  a  public 
structure.    I  can  assure  you  that  Sponsors  and  its  architects 
will  work  in  close  concert  with  the  Art  Commission  as  well  as 
with  other  organizations  at  interest  during  the  design  review 
process. 

"In  the  meantime,  the  sketches  and  elevations  and  photo- 
graphs of  the  model  which  appear  in  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Report  were  developed  primarily  for  illustrating 
building  height,  bulk,   setbacks,  orientation,  points  of  pedestrian 
and  vehicle  access,  the  effect  of  shadows,  and  relationship 
of  the  project  to  the  greater  Civic  Center  area.    The  sketches 
and  models  are,  therefore,  simply  preliminary  efforts  de- 
veloped to  produce  information  required  for  the  Environmental 
Impact  Report  and  in  no  way  are  meant  to  represent  design  of 
the  project. 

"We  hope  that  this  brief  statement  clears  the  air  concerning 
design  of  the  performing  arts  center.    We  shall,  of  course, 
be  pleased  to  provide  you  with  additional  information  should 
you  have  comments  or  questions,  and,  of  course,  we  will  be 
prepared  to  discuss  this  and  other  matters  in  greater  detail  at 
the  public  hearing(s)  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report.  " 

Response  5: 

No  response. 
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Richard  E.  Boles 

Letter  of  July  28,   1975,  to  Selina  Bendix. 

a.  Comment  6; 

"I  have  read  the  E.I.R.  on  the  San  Francisco  Performing 
Arts  Center  and  have  found  it  very  complete. 

"I  have  several  suggestions  and  comments.    The  suggestions 
regard  minimizing  adverse  effects  of  the  proposal.    The  first 
suggestion  is  to  build  a  taller  parking  garage  NOW.    The  need 
is  obviously  apparent  in  as  much  as  the  current  parking  facility 
on  the  site  cannot  handle  the  current  demand  -  especially  when 
afternoon  functions  are  scheduled  at  the  Opera  House  or 
Veteran' s  Auditorium.    If  the  Performing  Arts  Center  and  the 
Opera  House  were  to  schedule  functions  at  the  same  time  (day 
or  night),  the  inevitable  parking  problems  would  be  disastrous 
and  would  eventually  discourage  patrons  from  attending  these 
events.    The  situation  would  be  nightmarish  if  the  Civic 
Auditorium  also  had  a  program  at  the  same  time. 

Response  6; 

Garage  size  as  an  alternative  i  s  discussed  on  page  85, 
paragraph  three,  of  the  report.    The  additional  demand  for 
parking  created  by  concurrent  evening  performances  could  be 
handled  by  the  Civic  Center  Garage  and  other  parking  facilities 
in  the  area,  which  do  not  fill  at  the  present  time  when  concur- 
rent performances  are  held  at  the  Opera  House  and  other 
facilities  in  the  area  (See  Figure  3,  Appendix  C,  page  132.  ) 
Concurrent  matinee  performances  at  the  proposed  project  and 
the  Opera  House  could  present  a  problem,  depending  upon  the 
transportation  modes  used  by  the  patrons.    Transportation  is 
discussed  in  Chapter  IV,  Section  D,  of  this  Report,  commenc- 
ing on  page  56.    A  full  discussion  of  the  parking  availability  in 
the  vicinity  is  in  Appendix  C  of  this  Report,  Section  2B, 
commencing  on  page  131. 

b.  Comment  7: 

"The  second  suggestion  is  that  the  garage  egress  on  Franklin 
Street  should  be  closer  to  Hayes  Street  than  to  Grove.  This 
would  allow  better  street  traffic  flow,  and  quicker  exiting  from 
the  garage. 
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"Thirdly,  I  would  hope  that  the  garage  would  have  adequate 
entry  and  exit  facilities  enabling  rapid  entrance  and  egress. 
The  plans  available  at  this  time  do  not  discuss  this  point  and 
from  the  E.I.R.  the  exits  do  not  appear  to  be  adequate  for 
disgorging  400  autos  quickly.  " 

Response  7: 

Entrances  have  been  located  as  far  as  possible  from  the 
preceding  intersection,  and  exits  have  been  located  as  far  as 
possible  from  the  following  intersections.    This  approach  pro- 
vides for  optimum  traffic  movement.    In  fact.  Figure  1  on 
Pagel23ofthe  Report  does  indicate  the  Franklin  Street  garage 
egress  as  adjacent  to  Hayes  Street,   rather  than  Grove  Street. 

There  are  two  entrances  and  two  exits  for  the  parking 
structure,  which  is  considered  by  traffic  engineers  of  Tudor 
Engineering  as  sufficient  for  a  parking  facility  of  the  size 
planned.    Vehicles  would  be  directed  out  from  the  facility  in 
accordance  with  adjacent  street  capacities. 

Comment  8; 

"The  next  three  comments  deal  with  esthetics,  and  they  are: 
1.    The  last  box  section  on  each  side  of  the  Auditorium  appear 
to  be  pointless  for  viewing  the  stage.    Therefore,  they  should 
be  eliminated.    2.    The  Opera  House,  Veteran' s  Auditorium, 
City  Hall,  Civic  Auditorium,  Library,  Old  State  Buidling,  and 
even  old  Commerce  High  School  are  accentuated  with  arches. 
To  tie  the  Performing  Arts  Center  more  into  the  scale  and 
mold  of  existing  buildings  the  entries,  windows*  and  exterior 
treatment  would  be  more  in  keeping  with  these  existing  struc- 
tures if  they  too  were  arched  instead  of  straight  slab.    3.  The 
planting  of  street  trees  around  the  whole  block  would  help 
soften  the  effect  of  such  a  large  building  complex.  " 

Response  8; 

The  plans,  elevations  and  model  shown  in  the  Report  are 
preliminary,  and  should  not  be  construed  to  represent  anything 
more  than  a  conceptual  approach.    The  final  design  would  in- 
clude greater  consideration  of  interior  layout,  in  terms  of 
function  and  character,  and  of  exterior  aesthetics,  in  terms  of 
compatibility  with  the  surroundings.    The  functional  layout, 
including  the  joint  use  of  the  recital  and  symphony  halls,  as 
well  as  numerous  other  detailed  factors,   such  as  the  box  sec- 
tions questioned  above,  would  all  be  considered  as  the  design 
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process  proceeds.    The  exterior  design,  including  detailing 
of  facade,  la"hdscaping  and  the  numerous  other  aspects  that 
result  in  the  Civic  Center  character  (See  revised  Section  A, 4. 
of  Chapter  III,  commencing  on  page  34),  would  receive  review, 
both  by  the  project  sponsors  and  public  agencies,  as  the  design 
process  proceeds. 

Pietro  Belluschi,  the  supervising  architect  for  the  project, 
stated  at  the  Planning  Commission  public  hearing  of  August 
14,  1975: 

".  .  .  we  have  been  asked  to  give  the  mass,  the  height,  which 
was  really  related  to  the  environmental  impact,  and  that  is  all 
we  were  asked  to  do,  and  it  is  too  much  to  say  that  is  a  design, 
because  it  takes  a  great  deal  of  time  to  satisfy  all  the  points 
of  view  which  related  to  the  Civic  Center.  .  .  I  know  all  the 
problems  and  I  think  that  answers  have  to  be  studied  care- 
fully. " 

Further,  the  project  sponsors,  in  a  letter  included  in 
Section  B.2.  of  this  Chapter,  stated: 

".  .  .Sponsors  and  its  architects  will  work  in  close  concert 
with  the  Art  Commission  as  well  as  with  other  organizations 
at  interest  during  the  design  review  process.  .  .  The  sketches 
and  models  are.  .  .  simply  preliminary  efforts.  .  .  and  in  no  way 
are  meant  to  represent  design  of  the  project.  " 
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4.     Stewart  H.  Bloom 


a. 


Meeting  of  August  4,   1975,  with  Alec  Bash. 


Response  9: 


The  text  of  the  EIR  has  been  revised  based  upon  verbal  com- 
ments received  at  this  meeting.    General  comments  which  were 
also  presented  at  the  August  14,   1975,  public  hearing  are 
dealt  with  under  that  section.    Revisions  are  as  follows: 

Page  8,  paragraph  two:    ".  .  .  and  the  recital  hall  would  accom 
modate  small  performing  companies  and  similar  activities(.  ) 
not  requiring  a  proscenium  or  staging  facilities. 

Page  11,  paragraph  one:    "The  present  Opera  House  does  not 
meet  the  technical  demands  made  upon  it  by  performing  groups. 


Page  44,  footnote:  "  -i-  Theaters  listed  are  those  which  regu- 
larly hold  'performing  arts'  events,  as  demonstrated  by  their 
listings  in  the  San  Francisco  Examiner-Chronicle.  " 

Page  73,  paragraph  one,  insert  sentence  three:    "Special  consi- 
deration would  be  given  to  reducing  construction  noise  during 
matinee  performances  at  the  Opera  House.  " 

Page  83,  paragraph  two:    ".  .  .  both  the  present  facility  and 
the  site  are  too  small  to  provide  for  the  needs  of  a  (full  per- 
forming arts  center)  major  symphony  hall  with  ancillary  faci- 
lities " 

b.     Letter  of  August  6,   1975,  to  Alec  Bash. 
Comment  10: 


Harris,  could  you  tell  me  if  the  proposed  'Performing  Arts 
Center',  is  in  conformity  with  the  opinions  of  this  acoustical 
expert.    I  note  in  the  I^IR  that  there  is  no  acoustical  consultant 


1.     On  file  and  available  for  public  review  at  the  Department  of  City  Plan- 
ning.   Generally,  the  article  dealt  with  the  importance  of  the  reverbera- 
tion time  in  an  auditorium,  which  for  a  given  theater  should  be  different 
based  upon  the  primary  types  of  performances  to  be  given  there.  Addi- 
tionally, the  importance  of  avoiding  low-frequency  sound  muffling  was 
discussed. 


listed.  " 
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Response  10; 


The  proposed  project  is  not  at  a  sufficiently  advanced  stage 
in  its  design  to  deterraine  whether  it  is  or  is  not  in  conformity 
with  the  opinions  of  acoustical  expert  Cyril  M.  Harris.  No 
acoustical  consultant  is  listed  in  the  EIR,  as  none  has  been 
selected  at  this  point.    The  project  sponsor  has  indicated  that 
an  acoustical  consultant  woiild  be  hired  in  the  future,  and  that 
no  initial  determinations  have  yet  been  made  concerning  acous- 
tical specifications  for  the  project,  aside  from  the  statement 
on  page  19  of  the  text  that  the  main  hall  would  be  ".  .  .  acousti- 
cally designed  for  symphony  and  other  musical  performances.  " 

Report  and  Oral  Statement  at  Public  Hearing  of  August  14,  1975. 

Comment  11; 

"Good  afternoon.    I'm  Stewart  H.  Bloom.    I  live  at  1695 
North  Point.    I'm  here  today  with  a  double  interest  in  the  pro- 
ject before  you.    One  is  my  usual  interest  in  new  construction 
in  San  Francisco.    And  secondly,  a  special  personal  interest 
in  this  project  because  my  wife  and  I  are  involved  in  theatrical 
production,  where  most  of  our  income  is  made.    We  have 
worked  in  theaters  around  the  country,  locally  and  have  toured 
nationally.    We  have  designed,  managed,  and  mounted  shows. 
This  Christmas  we  plan  to  co-produce  a  show,  probably  in 
Boston.    We'd  rather  work  here,  but  there  are  not  adequate 
theaters  available.    Our  knowledge  of  theatrical  production 
problems  and  the  need  to  see  theaters  built  in  San  Francisco 
is  first-hand.    Our  closest  friends  and  business  associates 
are  in  theatrical  management,  or  are  producers,  or  touring 
company  managers. 

"I  am  not  here  today  to  stop  another  building.    I  am  here  to 
see  that  the  best  interests  of  the  theater  and  the  performing 
arts  in  San  Francisco  are  served.    I  do  want  to  see  theaters 
built  in  San  Francisco.    I  have  prepared  a  copy  of  this  report 
for  you. 

'Also,  in  the  audience  is  Mr.  John  Bauer.    Mr,  Bauer  has 
been  in  the  theater  for  over  thiry  years,  is  the  founder  of  The 
Ojai  Festivals,  and  is  currently  the  Director  of  the  Arts  Adminis 
tration  Program  at  Golden  Gate  University,    Both  Mr.  Bauer 
and  I  will  be  available  to  answer  your  questions.  " 

Response  11; 

No  Response. 
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Comment  12: 


"The  first  area  of  this  EIR  that  I  will  talk  about  is  an  in- 
acequacy  that  appears  in  one  of  two  places.    Either  this  EIR 
inadequately  describes  the  project  if  it  is  a  performing  arts 
center,  or  it  is  not  a  performing  arts  center  and  should  be 
retitled.    From  the  evidence  in  this  EIR,  my  own  knowledge, 
facts,  testimony  and  articles  that  I  will  present  to  you,  you 
will  see  this  inadequacy.    There  is  no  way  that  this  project 
can  be  a  performing  arts  center  or  complex;  it  may  possibly 
be  a  symphony  hall. 

"On  page  8  it  states,   'The  main  hall  would  be  designed  for 
symphony  and  other  musical  performances,  and  the  recital 
hall  would  accommodate  small  performing  companies  and 
similar  activities.  ' 

"Page  11,   'Purpose:    The  primary  purpose  of  the  project  is 
to  provide  a  facility  for  the  San  Francisco  Symphony  and  for 
other  instrumental  and  choral  groups,  thus  freeing  the  Opera 
House  .  .  .  for  productions  requiring  staging  facilities.  '  The 
footnote  on  the  same  page:    '1.    For  the  purpose  of  this  report, 
performing  arts  are  defined  as  opera,  ballet,  symphony,  and 
other  musical  productions  attracting  large  audiences.  '  Page 
11  tells  us  that  this  project  is  primarily  for  the  symphony, 
instrumental  and  choral  groups,  not  for  opera,  ballet  or  any- 
thing requiring  staging, as  this  is  the  function  of  the  Opera 
House.    By  its  own  definitions  it  is  not  being  built  to  support 
the  performing  arts. 

"The  plans  on  page  32  and  the  building  uses  on  page  24  agree 
with  these  statements,  for  they  show  that  the  building  does  not 
have  adequate  space  or  facilities  for  a  performing  arts  center. 
On  page  21  the  most  glaring  fault  is  that  the  hall  has  a  thrust 
or  open  stage,  no  wings  to  travel  scenery  sideways  on  and  off 
stage;  no  fly  space  to  move  scenery  up  and  down.  This  makes 
it  almost  useless  for  anything  but  concert-type  productions. 

"a  thrust  or  open  stage,  a  stage  without  proscenium  facili- 
ties, is  not  feasible  for  productions  such  as  classical  ballet, 
musical  and  dramatic  plays  or  folk  dance,  unless  they  have 
been  designed  specifically  for  open  staging.    When  you  try  to 
adapt  proscenium  staging  to  open  staging  it  doesn't  work  and 
you  end  up  with  a  bad  production.    A  case  in  point  is  Masonic 
Auditorium,  the  nemesis  of  the  managers  of  every  touring 
company  I  have  spoken  to.    Open  stages  don't  work  unless 
that  is  what  the  show  was  designed  for.    Of  the  600  theaters 
in  America  that  one  of  my  associates  has  worked  in  as  a  com- 
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pany  manager,  he  could  only  think  of  a  handful  that  were  open 
staged. 

"My  experience  is  that  multi-purpose  theaters  of  this  size 
compromise  everything  and  are  not  good  for  anything.  Acousti- 
cal and  sightline  requirements  for  dance,  opera,  symphony 
and  the  spoken  word  vary  so  greatly  that  a  theater  designed  pri- 
marily for  one  as  this  one  is,  doesn't  work  for  the  others.  The 
Association  of  British  Theater  Technicians  thinks  it  impossible 
to  build  a  multi-purpose  acoustical  and  sight  line  theather. 

"In  an  article  in  the  August  3,   1975,  New  York  Times-— ^ by 
Spencer  Klaw  about  the  Avery  Fisher  Sympohny  Hall  in  Lincoln 
Center,  Mr.  Cyril  Harris=i%  a  man  regarded  by  many  people  in 
the  business  as    'the  world's  leading  expert  on  how  to  build  a 
symphony  with  no  dead  (sound)  spots,  '  is  quoted  as  saying  that 
the  requirements  for  a  symphony  hall  are  so  stringent  that  to 
try  to  build  anything  else  into  it  doesn't  work.    Avery  Fisher 
Hall  is  a  13 -year  old  house  on  which  $5  million  has  been  spent 
to  repair  its  bad  acoustics,  and  will  now  be  gutted  and  rede- 
signed by  Mr.  Harris  for  another  $3  million  trying  to  fix  the 
sound. 


"I  also  draw  your  attention  to  a  November  4,   1974,  Time 
magazine  article  '  on  the  Minneapolis  Orchestra  Hall,  in- 
cluded in  this  report.    The  project  before  you  today  seems  to 
be  in  direct  conflict  with  what  Mr.  Harris  says  are  the  tech  - 
nical  requirements  for  a  symphony  hall.    The  simplest  conflict 
in  this  hall  is  the  wrong  shape.    The  two  articles  do  quote 
specific  acoustical  requirements. 

"I  can't  tell  if  this  development  will  be  a  good  symphony  hall 
or  not.    I  don't  see  any  reference  in  this  EIR  to  acoustics  or 
a  symphonic  acoustical  consultant.    Remember,  hearing  is  the 
primary  consideration  in  a  symphony  hall;  remember  Avery 
Fisher. 

Mr.  Harris  is  responsible  for  the  acoustics  at  the  Minneapolis  Orchestra 
Hall,  The  Metropolitan  Opera  House,  John  F.  Kennedy  Center's  Concert 
Hall  -  halls  that  are  the  "acoustical  peers"  of  such  world-renowned  halls 
as  those  in  Vienna,  Boston  and  Moscow. 


1.  On  file  and  available  for  public  review  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

2 ,  Ibid. 
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"The  recital  hall  in  this  project  is  also  not  multi-purpose. 
It  doesn't  have  loading  facilities,  dressing  or  bathrooms  back- 
stage, and  again,  no  wings  or  fly  space,  making  it  less  usable 
than  the  main  hall  for  anything  but  music  recitals.    Since  it 
also  shares  a  common  lobby  and  balcony  level  with  the  main 
hall,  their  concurrent  use  is  not  feasible. 

"The  Summary  of  Building  Uses  in  page  Z4:    This  project 
does  not  have  enough  space  for  a  performing  arts  center. 
There  are  no  costume,  paint,  carpentry,  prop  or  electric 
shops  -  all  of  which  are  needed  to  support  the  performing  arts. 
Nor  is  there  enough  space  to  fit  them  in. 

"I  would  like  to  draw  your  attention  to  an  article  about  the 
architect,  Pietro  Belluschi,  by  Robert  Commanday  in  the 
J\ane  1,   1975  Chronicle -Examiner  .-^^  Nowhere  in  that  inter- 
view does  Mr.  Belluschi  seem  to  think  that  this  is  a  Performing 
Arts  Center.    He  continually  compares  it  to  other  symphony 
halls  of  the  world  and  says,  '  The  new  house  should  have  a 
single  purpose  with  the  ability  to  do  some  other  things.  ^ 

"In  summary:    This  EIR  should  be  deemed  inadequate  be- 
cause it  does  not  describe  a  performing  arts  center,  and  the 
developers  should  be  required  to  call  it  a  symphony  hall,  and 
all  references  to  a  performing  arts  center  or  corrplex  be 
removed.    Or  they  should  come  back  with  a  different  project. 

"I  am  not  arguing  semantics.    I  am  arguing  what  this  buil- 
ding is  and  is  not.    The  public  must  know  what  this  is  and  is 
not.    It  is  not  a  performing  arts  center.    It  is  not  feasible 
that  any  one  house  co\ald  be.    The  Lincoln  Center  in  New  York, 
the  Los  Angeles  Music  Center,  the  JFK  Center  in  Washington 
are  Performing  Arts  Centers.    This  is,  at  best,  a  symphony 
hall.    The  public  should  know  that.  " 

Response  12; 

The  project  is  not  a  complete  performing  arts  center.  It 
is  a  symphony  hall  and  recital  hall,  with  rehearsal  and  practice 
space  and  ancillary  facilities.    The  choice  of  a  project  name, 
however,  is  one  that  is  customarily  left  to  the  project  sponsor, 
and  in  this  case  the  sponsor  has  chosen  the  name  "San  Francis- 
co Performing  Arts  Center.  "   In  response  to  this  comment, 
however,  the  following  revisions  have  been  made  to  the  text: 


1.     On  file  and  available  for  public  review  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 
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Page  8,  paragraphs  one  and  two:    "performing  arts  complex" 
has  been  changed  to  "symphony  and  recital  hall  with  ancillary 
facilities"  in  the  first  location  in  which  it  had  appeared,  and 
to  "music  and  rehearsal  complex"  in  the  two  locations  fol- 
lowing. 

Page  11,  insert  new  paragraph  three:  "The  President  of  the  Spon- 
sors, Samuel  B.  Stewart,  stated  at  the  Planning  Commission 
public  hearing  on  August  14,   1975,  in  response  to  a  comment 
questioning  the  name  '  Performing  Arts  Center'*   the  following: 

.  .no  one  building  is  a  performing  arts  complex.    We  have 
here  (in  the  Civic  Center)  a  performing  arts  complex,  of  which 
the  Opera  House,  which  has  been  there  for  forty-three  years, 
is  the  first  element.    We  are  proposing  to  add  some  additional 
elements.    We  cannot  hope  to  cover,  in  the  space  available  at 
this  location,  all  of  the  elements  of  the  performing  arts.'" 

Page  18,  paragraph  2:  ",  .  .performing  arts  complex"-^-^ 
1. 

"      The  performing  arts  complex  is  in  fact  a  music  and  re- 
hearsal complex,  and  should  be  considered  as  such  when- 
ever the  term  'performing  arts  complex'  appears  in  this 
Report.  " 

In  response  to  the  comments  concerning  acoustics,  refer  to 
Response  10. 

In  response  to  the  comments  concerning  interior  design,  re- 
fer to  Response  8.  . 

Comment  13: 

"The  next  area  I  will  talk  about  is  the  stated  benefits  of  this 
project. 

"First,  please  note  that  nowhere  in  this  EIR  is  there  a 
stated  need  for  the  Symphony  to  have  a  new  hall.    This  thing 
is  being  built  to  benefit  everyone  else  in  the  performing  arts 
in  San  Francisco,  and  to  correct  the  problems  of  having  the 
Symphony  in  the  Opera  House.    If,  then,  the  EIR  is  saying  that 
the  Symphony  is  the  cause  of  all  our  troubles,  then  hypotheti- 
cally,  we  could  disband  the  Symphony,  solve  the  problems  and 
save  a  lot  of  money.  " 
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Response  13; 


Page  11,  paragraph  3,  states  "The  primary  purpose  of  the 
project  is  to  provide  a  facility  for  the  San  Francisco  Symphony 
and  for  other  instrumental  and  choral  groups,  thus  freeing  the 
Opera  House  .  .   "    Disbanding  the  Symphony  to  free  the  Opera 
House  would  disenfranchise  the  approximately  400,  000  persons 
attending  performances  of  the  Symphony  each  year. 

Comment  14; 

"In  all  the  benefits  to  be  harvested  from  this  hall,  nowhere, 
except  in  the  most  general  terms,  is  anything  said  about  who 
will  use  this  hall  when  the  Symphony  is  not  in  residence.  There 
is  evidence  that  the  Opera  House  can  possibly  be  rented  during 
this  freed-up  time,  but  who  will  rent  the  symphony  hall?  As 
the  symphony  hall  is  a  single  purpose  facility,  I  see  the  poten- 
tial for  having  one,  if  not  two,  theaters  empty  for  up  to  six 
months  a  year,  creating  a  greater  problem  than  we  have  now.  " 

Response  14; 

See  Chapter  II,  Section  A(2),  commencing  page  11,  and 
Appendix  B,  commencing  page  114,  which  speak  to  the  issues 
of  proposed  use  of  the  new  facility  and  need  for  more  perfor- 
ming arts  facilities.    If  the  symphony  hall  is  not  used  to  capa- 
city during  the  Symphony  off-season,  that  will  be  a  matter  of 
under  utilized  capacity  and  reduced  revenues  to  offset  public 
operating  costs,  rather  than  an  environmental  impact. 

Comment  15; 

"On  page  12  it  says,   'Improved  operations  could  also  re- 
sult from  centralized  administrative,  storage,  and  rehearsal 
facilities  to  be  provided  in  the  proposed  Performing  Arts  Cen- 
ter, which  would  replace  existing  facilities  at  several  loca- 
tions in  the  city  where  space  is  commercially  rented.  (Plate 
2,  Page     15,  shows  these  existing  locations.)'    The  map  on 
page  15  shows  everything  from  Stern  Grove  to  the  Palace  of 
Fine  Arts  to  the  Opera  costume  and  scene  shops.  Moving 
Stern  Grove  to  this  parking  lot  would  be  an  unacceptable  en- 
vironmental hazard.    I  don't  think  this  is  what  is  meant.  The 
map  and  statement  are  misleading.    What  facilities  does  the 
developer  actually  mean  -  specifically?    As  a  point  of  reference, 
the  opera  costume  shop  has  14,  500  square  feet,  and  all  the 
other  opera  facilities  cover  many  square  blocks.    If  this  site 
were  to  be  developed  to  its  maximum  height  and  bulk,  it  still 
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would  not  accommodate  all  the  places  on  this  map.  " 
Response  15; 

In  fact,  most  of  the  facilities  indicated  on  Plate  2  would  not 
be  transferred  to  the  proposed  project.  Page  12  of  the  report 
has  been  revised  as  follows: 

First  sentence:    "Secondly,  the  project  would  (consolidate 
administrative  and  storage  areas  for  the  Symphony  and  would 
provide  rehearsal  space  for  all  the  performing  arts),  offer 
space  to  the  San  Francisco  Symphony,  Ballet  and  Opera,  and 
would  provide  rehearsal  rooms,  practice  rooms,  and  ancillary 
facilities  to  be  used  by  the  Symphony,  Ballet  and  Opera,  and 
by  other  San  Francisco-based  performing  arts  groups  or  visi- 
ting companies  on  an  "as  available"  basis. 

Third  paragraph,  sentence  two:    "Improved  operation  could 
(also)  result  from  centralized  administrative  offices  for  the 
Symphony,  Ballet  and  Opera,  (storage)  and  from  new  rehearsal 
facilities  to  be  provided  in  the  proposed  (Performing  Arts 
Center)  project  (which  would  replace  existing  facilities  at 
several  locations  in  the  City  where  space  is  commercially 
rented.    (Plate  2,  page  15,  shows  these  existing  locations  .  ))" 

Additionally , page  86  has  been  revised  as  follows: 

Third  paragraph,  sentence  one:    "If  the  project  were  to  be 
abandoned,  the  performing  arts  of  San  Francisco  would  con- 
tinue to  rehearse  (maintain  storage),  and  perform  .  .  ." 

Comment  16; 

"I  sincerely  doubt  that  the  storage  facilities  woiiLd  be  of  any 
benefit  to  the  users  of  the  Opera  House;  there  isn't  enough  to 
accommodate  the  property  and  scenery  used  during  the  Opera 
season.    Second, it  has  never  been  my  experience  that  having 
stage  properties  stored  next  door  had  any  advantage  over 
moving  them  across  town.    The  time  it  takes  to  remove  the 
current  show  and  put  in  the  new  show,  which  may  be  many 
hours,  is  only  lelat  ed  to  their  arrival  time  at  the  loading  dock. 
The  minimum  costs  of  stagehands,  teamsters  and  trucks  usually 
negates  the  time  factor  and  makes  it  advantageous  to  store  in 
low  rent  warehouses.    Also,  the  EIR  almost  completely  ignores 
the  plans  to  extend  the  rear  of  the  Opera  House  for  storage  pur- 
poses.   The  only  reference  to  that  appears  on  page  147  in 
counting  lost  parking  spaces.  " 


-  185  - 


Response  16; 


Page  42,  paragraph  4,  has  the  following  sentence  added: 

"There  is  a  project  presently  underway  to  construct  an 
addition  at  the  rear  of  the  Opera  House  _L_/  which  would 
include  dressing  rooms,  coaching  rooms, choral  and  ensemble 
rehearsal  space,  offices,  and  a  production  scenery  storage 
area,  which  could  provide  storage  for  up  to  the  full  scenery 
requirements  of  an  Opera  Season.  " 

Comment  17; 

"In  summary:  As  I  see  it,  the  only  benefit  to  be  gained  is 
in  removing  the  Symphony  from  the  Opera  House.  This  pro- 
ject is  only  one  means  of  accomplishing  that.  Others  should 
be  studied  before  we  commit  $20  million  or  more.  " 

Response  17; 

The  project  under  review  in  this  Report  is  the  construction 
of  a  symphony  hall  and  recital  hall,  with  ancillary  facilities, 
and  a  parking  garage,  on  a  specific  block.    While  the  subject 
proposal  may  be  only  one  means  of  removing  the  Symphony 
from  the  Opera  House,  it  is  the  proposal  and  its  reasonable 
alternatives  which  are  under  consideration  herein. 

Comment  18; 

"This  chaper  (on  alternatives)  is  inadequate  because  it  does 
not  investigate  Yerba  Buena  Center,  Civic  Center  Auditorium, 
Norse  Auditorium,  Masonic  Auditorium  or  Fort  Mason.  On 
Page  86:    'No  Project.    Effect  on  the  Performing  Arts:    If  the 
project  were  to  be  abandoned,  the  performing  arts  of  San 
Francisco  would  continue  to  rehearse,  maintain  storage,  and 
perform  at  the  Opera  House  and  at  other  facilities  throughout 
the  City.    This  detracts  from  their  effective  operation,  and, 
as  a  result,  restricts  the  growth  and  development  of  the  cul- 
tural, educational  and  entertainment  services  which  the 
established  performing  arts  groups  provide  to  the  community. 
The  number  of  touring  groups  presenting  San  Francisco  per- 
formances would  continue  to  be  limited  to  those  that  could  be 
accommodated  in  existing  facilities.  '    Not  even  the  stated  pur- 
poses of  this  project  are  as  grandiloquent  as  this  statement. 


1.     R75.  22,  City  Plannning  Commission,  May  29,  1975,"...  in  conformity 
with  the  Master  Plans  Negative  Declaration,  "  May  9,  1975. 
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This  sounds  like  the  no  project  alternative  to  Lincoln  Center 
in  New  York.  This  project  cannot  fill  the  uses  in  this  state- 
ment if  it  were  built;  it  is  simply  inadequate. 

"In  summary:    The  alternatives  have  not  been  adequately  or 
realistically  investigated  because  many  of  the  conclusions  are 
based  on  use  as  a  performing  arts  cneter,  and  this  is  not  a 
performing  arts  center.  " 

Response  18; 

With  respect  to  Yerba  Buena  Center,  see  Response  3.  With 
respect  to  the  other  cited  alternatives,  rehabilitation  of  these 
major  facilities  was  not  considered  as  an  al  ternative  in  the  EIR 
due  to  the  problems  they  present  in  fulfilling  the  purpose  of 
the  symphony  hall  and  ancillary  facilities,  as  described  in 
Chapter  II,  Section  A(2),  commencing  on  page  12.  Basically, 
it  would  be  difficult,  if  not  outright  impossible,  to  adopt  the 
structures  to  fulfill  the  functions  required.    In  addition,  Civic 
Center  Auditorium  currently  serves  the  City  as  a  multi-pur- 
pose auditorium  with  a  potential  capacity  of  8000  seats. 
Nourse  Auditorium  (1800  seats)  is  not  a  desirable  size,  and 
school  auditoriums  are  not  considered  available;  and  Masonic 
Auditorium  is  in  private  ownership  and  responds  to  the  down- 
town needs  of  a  multipurpose  auditorium  without  a  proscenium. 

The  Fort  Mason  alternative,  although  not  specifically  men- 
tioned, falls  under  the  umbrella  of  sites  outside  of  Civic  Center 
having  a  combination  of  the  impacts  described  for  the  downtown 
and  the  outlying  areas.    It  is  also  now  within  the  Golden  Gate 
National  Recreational  Area, 

Comment  19: 

"The  transportation  impact  element  of  this  report  is  inade- 
quate and  inconsistent  because  it  ignores  Civic  Center  Auditorium, 
Brooks  Hall  and  Norse  Auditorium  in  the  Concurrent  Perfor- 
mance Traffic  and  Parking  Impact  on  page  155.  Conclusions 
are  drawin  without  these  facilities  and  their  traffic  impacts  are 
taken  into  consideration.  " 

Response  19: 

The  number  of  different  combinations  of  halls  in  the  Civic 
Center  area  which  could  reasonably  be  in  use  concurrently  is 
quite  large.    The  concurrent  performances  shown  in  Table  6, 
page  155,  are  representative  of  the  possible  combinations. 
For  example,  the  proposed  Symphony  Hall,  the  proposed  Recital 
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Hall  and  the  Opera  House  would  be  a  similar  combination  to 
the  Civic  Center  Auditorium  and  the  proposed  Symphony  Hall. 
Thus,  while  Civic  Auditorium,  Brooks  Hall,  and  Nourse  Audi- 
torium are  not  mentioned  specifically,  combinations  which 
include  them  can  be  made  up  by  replacing  other  halls  which 
are  included,  and  impacts  would  be  similar.  Combinations 
giving  seating  capacities  in  excess  of  8,  000  are  improbable, 
and  would  be  within  the  "improbable"  category  in  Plate  6,  page 
155. 

Comment  20; 

"Nor  does  it  (transportation  impact  section)  study  a  no 
garage  alternative,  but  dismisses  it  on  page  153  by  stating, 
'Nightime  travel  on  public  transit  does  not  appear  to  be  attrac- 
tive to  attendees  of  these  types  of  performances.  '    This  is  a 
correct  statement  of  fact,  but  not  of  the  reason.    Perhaps  one 
reason  people  don't  take  public  transit  is  a  continuing  policy 
of  building  garages.    This  site  is  a  short  distance  from  Market 
and  Van  Ness,  a  crossroads  with  more  public  transit  than  any- 
where else  in  San  Francisco.    On  page  148:    'The  traffic  im- 
pact of  the  Performing  Arts  Center  is  due  to  activities  within 
the  center,  not  to  the  accessory  garage,  which  would  not  itself 
generate  or  encourage  new  traffic.  '    It  may  not  encourage  new 
traffic,  but  it  still  encourages  the  old  traffic.    Building  a 
garage  is  a  commitment  to  the  use  of  the  automobile.    I  also 
think  that  taking  up  one-third  of  the  site  for  a  garage  is  counter- 
productive to  the  project's  intended  use.    As  the  architect  said 
to  Mr.  Commanday,  '  .  .  .  We  don't  have  room  for  a  stage 
house  .  .  .  '    Perhaps  if  there  were  no  garage  he  would.  " 

Response  20; 

Page  85  includes  an  alternative  on  Garage  Size,  which  is 
amended  as  follows; 

"A  larger  or  smaller  garage  might  be  provided,  or  the 
garage  might  be  omitted.   The  proposed  garage  would  replace 
parking  displaced  by  the  project,  but  does  represent  a  long- 
term  commitment  to  parking  on  the  site,  and  does  prevent 
other  use  of  its  site." 

Comment  21; 

"There  are  inconsistencies  about  the  number  of  parking 
places.    Page  74  states,  "There  are  a  gain  of  80  parking 
places  .  .  ",  page  125  indicates  a  loss  of  37,  and  page  147 
of  the  report  shows  that  the  397  car  garage  will  replace  394 
existing  parking  places.  " 
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Response  21; 


In  response  to  this  comment,  the  text  has  been  modified  as 
follows: 

Page  74,  paragraph  one,  revise  sentence  two  to  end. 

"The  parking  garage  would  provide  approximately  70  spaces 
more  than  currently  exist  on  the  site.    These  compensate  for 
the  26  curbside    spaces  lost  due  to  the  project  and  the  7  curb- 
side     spaces  which  would  be  placed  under  restrictive  regula- 
tion during  performances.  " 

Page  125,  last  sentence  on  page, 11  spaces  changed  to  7  spaces. 

Page  147,  340  parking  lot  spaces  changed  to  326  spaces  and  a 
footnote  giving  the  source  of  the  figure  326  has  been  added. 
The  footnote  reads:    "S.F.  Traffic  Engineering  Department, 
Parking  Inventory.  " 

In  summary,  if  the  28  spaces  lost  by  the  Opera  House  ex- 
tension are  included,  then  397  spaces  will  exist  under  the  pro- 
posed project  as  opposed  to  380  spaces  at  the  present  time. 
This  gives  a  net  gain  of  17  spaces,  7  of  which  would  be  placed 
under  restrictive  regulation  during  performances. 

Comment  22: 

"In  summary:  This  (transportation  impact  )  is  inadequate. 
It  draws  conclusions  based  on  incomplete  facts  because  it  ig- 
nores Brooks  Hall,  Civic  Center  Auditorium  and  Norse  Audi- 
torium and  it  should  consider  a  no  garage  alternative.  " 

Response  22; 

See  Response  Nos.   19  and  20. 

Comment  23; 

"I  realize  that  EIR's  don't  go  into  financing  to  any  great  ex- 
tent but,  as  there  is  a  financing  statement  on  page  23,  there 
are  some  questions  I'd  like  to  ask;    Financing  is  based  on  what 
the  developers  believe  can  be  raised,  as  is  always  the  case. 
I  would  like  to  know  their   'beliefs'  of  cost  over- runs,  the 
deficits  accumulating  when  the  symphony  hall  is  unused  when 
the  Symphony  is  not  there,  and,  in  light  of  the  fiasco  at  The 
Avery  Fisher  Hall,  who  will  pay  if  this  turns  out  to  be  a  rotten 
symphony  hall?" 
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Response  23; 


Cost  overruns  would  be  handled  by  the  terms  of  the  Develop- 
ment Agreement,  which  is  yet  to  be  prepared.    An  earlier  pro- 
posed Development  Agreement,  for  the  Marshall  Square  site, 
had  indicated  that  the  parties  would  determine  whether  the  pro- 
ject were  within  the  budgetary  allowance  of  $20  million,  and, 
if  not,  would  agree  upon  modification  to  reduce  costs  or,  if 
this  could  not  be  done,  and  if  needed  additional  funds  were  not 
available,  would  agree  to  terminate  future  development.—?-/ 

Then  Budget  Analyst  Walter  J.  Quinn  had  raised  the  following 
questions  to  that  portion  of  the  agreement,—/  which  have  yet  to 
be  fully  resolved: 

"Will  cost  reductions  cause  loss  of  revenue,  increased 
operating  costs,  or  higher  costs  of  later  remodeling^ 
"What  are  the  sources  of  additional  funds? 

"What  are  the  expected  revenues  and  expenses  of  operating 
and  maintaining  such  facilities? 

"What  are  the  sources  of  funding  operating  deficits?  " 

Sponsors  of  San  Francisco  Performing  Arts  Center,  Inc.  , 
in  a  letter  to  Supervisor  John  J.  Barbagelata,  dated  December 
19.   1974,  responded  to  a  number  of  comments  which  Supervisor 
Barbagelata  had  raised  in  a  letter  of  December  4,   1974,  to 
some  of  the  other  members  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 
Sponsors  stated  that  they  nad  "  .  .  agreed  to  develop  alternate 
plans  for  presentation  to  the  City  of  ways  to  obtain  any  additional 
funds  which  may  be  needed.    These  plans  could  include  cash 
contributions  from  the  City,  general  obligation  bonds,  a  'lease- 
back' arrangement,  and  perhaps  a  number  of  other  plans.  There- 
fore, it  would  be  premature  and  inappropriate  to  make  any  com- 
mitments with  respect  to  any  further  City  financial  support.  Both 
the  City  and  Sponsors  should  preserve  their  options  to  address 
this  question  when  the  facts  are  known,  i.e.  ,  the  total  funds  raised 
by  the  Sponsors  and  the  actual  project  costs.  " 

With  regard  to  operating  expenses , then  Budget  Analyst  Quinn 
estimated  that  annual  operating  expenses  for  the  Performing  Arts 
Center,  if  operated  under  War  Memorial  directions,  would  be 
approximately  $400,  000.    Annual  revenues  were  estimated  at 


1.  Proposed  Dev  elopment  Agreement,  Performing  Arts  Center,  Board  of 
Supervisors  File  581-74,  page  5,  paragraph  6  (Marshall  Square  site). 

2.  Intra-office  Memorandum  to  the  Joint  Finance  and  Urban  and  Consumer 
Affairs  Committee,  December  4,  1974. 
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at  approximately  $200,  000  with  the  Center  operating  at  close  to 
capacity.    Lost  revenues  of  $110,  000  annually  from  the  existing 
parking  lot  would  reduce  this  revenue. Sponsors,  in  their  letter 
of  December  19,   1974,  also  estimated  an  annual  operating  cost 
of  approximately  $400,  000.    The  annual  operating  deficit  for  the 
City  resulting  from  this  project,  therefore,   might  be  estimated 
at  approximately  $Z50,  000  to  $300,  000.    However,  because  of 
the  very  preliminary  nature  of  the  design  of  the  Center,  and  be- 
cause no  final  decision  has  been  made  at  this  time  regarding  the 
managing  agency  for  the  facility,  the  annual  costs  and  revenues 
are  difficult  to  determine. 

The  text  has  been  revised  as  follows: 

Page  25,  paragraph  one,  insert  new  final  sentence:  "The 
annual  operating  deficit  for  the  City  resulting  from  the  proposal 
is  estimated  at  approximately  $250,  000  to  $300,  000. -^v" 

Comment  24; 

"One  statement  that  I  have  saved  for  last  appears  on  page  43: 
'Facilities  for  smaller  community  groups  are  generally  make- 
shift and  in  need  of  improvement.    The  Art  Commission,  in  its 
October  1973  report  on  Community  Art,  Needs  and  Resources 
addressed  the  needs  of  these  groups  and  proposed  an  initial 
program  prescribing  purchase,  lease,  transfer,  rehabilitation 
and  provision  of  facilities.  '    This  statement  is  the  best  reason 
why  this  project  should  not  be  built.    I  obtained  a  copy  of  that 
report  and  what  it  said  to  me  was  that  if  it  is  truly  the  intent  of 
all  of  us  here  today  to  improve  the  quality  of  the  performing  arts 
in  San  Francisco,  that  the  neighborhoods  are  the  areas  we  should 
be  concerned  with.    In  light  of  this  report,  the  money  proposed 
for  this  symphony  hall  is  a  selfish  waste  of  the  limited  perfor- 
ming arts  dollars  available  in  San  Francisco  and  of  benefit  to 
relatively  few  people. 

"As  this  report  is  quoted,  I  think  it  should  be  an  appendix  to 
this  EIR.  " 


1.  Intra-Office  Memorandum  to  Supervisor  Feinstein,  January  17,  1975. 

2.  Based  on  material  contained  within  an  Intra-Office  Memorandum  to  Super- 
visor Feinstein  from  Budget  Analyst  Walter  J.  Quinn,  January  17,  1975, 
and  from  letter  of  Sponsors  of  San  Francisco  Performing  Arts  Center,  Inc.  , 
to  Supervisor  John  J.  Barbagelata,  December  19,  1974. 
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Response  24; 


The  Art  Commission  report  on  Community  Art,  Needs  and 
Resources,  at  41  pages,  is  considered  too  lengthy  to  include  as 
an  appendix  to  the  EIR,  but  is  on  file  and  available  for  public 
review  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning.    The  text  on  page 
43  has  been  footnoted  to  indicate  this. 


Comment  25: 


"The  public  should  be  made  aware  of  what  this  project  is  and 
is  not.    This  EIR  does  not  do  that. 

"The  City  Planning  Department  should  engage  the  services  of 
an  impartial  theatrical  management  specialist  so  it  can  better 
understand  the  special  problems  of  theater  building.  " 

Response  25; 

The  Report  has  been  modified  to  more  clearly  indicate  that 
the  specific  proposal  is  for  a  symphony  hall  and  recital  hall, 
with  ancillary  facilities,  rather  than  for  a  complete  performing 
arts  center. 

The  special  problems  of  a  theater  building  are  the  concern 
of  the  project  sponsors  and  the  public  decision-making  bodies. 
In  this  Report,  the  focus  is  upon  discussing  possible  effects  on 

the  environment,  ways  in  which  adverse  effects  might  be  mini- 
mized, and  alternatives  to  the  project.    For  this  purpose,  en- 
gaging the  services  of  a  theatrical  management  specialist  is 
not  considered  necessary. 

Cornment  26; 

"It  is  true  that  the  present  situation  in  San  Francisco  is  a 
problem.    This  EIR  does  not  describe  its  solution.    We  have  not 
studied  the  basic  questions;    Do  we  need  a  single  purpose,  limi- 
ted audience  symphony  hall?    Do  we  need  a  new  proscenium 
theater?    A  new  Opera  House?    Or  should  we  put  our  resources 
into  the  neighborhoods  now  so  that  in  time  we  will  have  a  'thea- 
ter going'  population?    This  project  is  only  one  of  the  alterna- 
tives.   This  EIR  is  inadequate.    It  doesn't  tell  us  what  we  need 
to  know.    I  urge  you  to  study  it  carefully.    A  theater  is  a  very 
delicate  thing.  " 
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Response  26; 


The  alternatives  discussed  are  those  that  are  known  alterna- 
tives to  the  project,  or  to  the  location  of  the  project,  which 
could  feasibly  attain  the  basic  objectives  of  the  project.  The 
project  is  not  a  "master  plan"  for  the  performing  arts  in  San 
Francisco,  it  is  a  proposal  for  a  specific  type  of  building,  and 
consequently,  alternatives  have  been  directed  to  that  circumstance. 
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5.      John  L.  Frisbee,  III,  Regional  Director 


National  Trust  for  Historic  Preservation  letter  of  August  7,  1975  to 
Seiina  Bendix. 

a.  Comment  2  7: 

"Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the  proposed  San  Francisco 
Performing  Arts  Center.    We  have  reviewed  the  draft  and  are 
forwarding  our  comments  to  you. 

"While  we  support  the  concept  of  a  monumental  building  on 
the  block    encompassed  by  Van  Ness  and  Grove,   Franklin  and 
Hayes  Streets,  we  do  not  feel  that  the  proposed  design  for  the 
Performing  Arts  is  a  positive  addition  to  the  environment  of 
the  San  Francisco  Civic  Center.    The  proposed  design,  in  its 
massing,  proportion  and  lack  of  detail  appears  to  us  to  con- 
stitute an  intrusion  upon  the  special  historic  and  architectural 
character  of  the  Civic  Center. 

"We  believe  that  the  impact  report  should  include  elevations 
of  the  Van  Ness  and  Grove  Street  facades  of  the  proposed 
buildings.    These  are  the  principal  elevations  which  might  af- 
fect the  visual  character  of  the  Civic  Center  and  important  to 
any  analysis  of  the  building's  impact  on  the  immediate  environ- 
ment. " 

Response  27; 

See  Response  8  concerning  aesthetic  impact  of  the  project. 

With  reference  to  elevations  on  Van  Ness  and  Grove  Street, 
a  revision  has  been  made  on  Page  20,  Plate  5,  top  elevation. 
A  vertical  dashed  line  has  been  added  to  the  diagonal  eleva- 
tion to  clearly  differentiate  the  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  Grove 
Street  facades. 

b.  Comment  28: 

"The  impact  report  should  include  a  street  elevation  of  Van 
Ness  Avenue  indicating  the  relationship  of  the  Performing 
Arts  Center  to  the  War  Memorial.    The  continuity  of  the  Van 
Ness  streetscape  is  critical,  also,  to  the  environmental  char- 
acter of  the  Civic  Center.    It  would  be  most  helpful  in  visual- 
izing the  relationships  of  mass,  proportions,  details  and 
maintenance  of  cornice  lines  relative  to  the  War  Memorial.  " 
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Response  28: 


As  the  project  design  is  not  established  at  this  time,  in- 
cluding such  an  elevation  would  be  misleading  and  would  tend 
to  obscure  the  fact  that  design  is  in  so  conceptual  a  state. 
For  this  reason,  such  a  street  elevation  is  not  provided. 

c .  Comment  29: 

"In  our  opinion,  the  cornice  line  of  the  Performing  Arts 
Center  should  be  uniform  on  Van  Ness  Avenue. 

"We  believe  that  the  relationships  of  mass  to  voids  on  the 
Van  Ness  and  Grove  Street  facades  should  reflect  the  existing 
character  of  the  War  Memorial  more  than  it  presently  does.  " 

Response  29: 

These  are  opinions  for  the  public  decision-making' bodies  to 
take  into  consideration  in  reviewing  the  final  design  of  the 
project. 

d.  Commeii^t  30; 

"Since  the  impact  report  indicates  that  the  preliminary  de- 
sign may  be  considerably  different  from  the  final  design,  we 
find  it  difficult  to  determine  what  the  environmental  impact 
will  actually  be.    Since  the  ultimate  appearance  of  the  building 
is  not  determined,  the  impact  report  must  be  questioned  as  to 
its  adequacy.  " 

Response  30: 

The  "Guidelines  for  Implementation  of  the  California  En- 
vironmental Quality  Act  of  1970,  "  prepared  by  the  State  Sec- 
retary for  Resources,  in  Section  15013,  Early  Preparation  , 
state:    "An  EIR  is  a  useful  planning  tool  to  enable  environmen- 
;al  constraints  and  opportunities  to  be  considered  before  pro- 
ject plans  are  finalized.    EIR's  should  be  prepared  as  early 
in  the  planning  process  as  possible  to  enable  environmental 
considerations  to  influence  project  program  or  design.  "  The 
Report  notes  that  design  studies  are  conceptual  at  this  point, 
and  the  Report  and  comments  received  to  the  Report  relative 
to  this  point  will  assist  the  project  sponsors  in  the  preparation 
of  final  designs,  and  the  decision-making  bodies  in  the  eval- 
uation of  such  final  designs. 
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Comment  31 : 


"We  find  that  the  impact  report  fails  to  deal  adequately  with 
the  impact  of  the  proposal  upon  archaeological  and  historical 
remains  (Chapter  4,  Section  G)  .    While  the  report  does  ad- 
dress itself  to  the  direct  impact  upon  the  site,  we  do  not  feel  it 
adequately  analyzes  the  relationship  of  the  proposed  structure 
to  an  historic  and  architecturally  significant  environment 
around  the  Performing  Arts  Center.    We  believe  that  this  lat- 
ter impact  is  a  major  consideration  in  an  environmental  assess- 
ment of  the  proposal. 

"Again,  we  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comiment  and  we 
hope  that  these  comments  will  be  helpful.  " 

Response  31; 

The  proposal  is  at  a  preliminary  stage  in  its  design,  and 
consequently,  it  is  not  appropriate  to  compare  it  in  detail  with 
the  surrounding  buildings.    General  comments,  however,  were 
included  in  Chapter  4,  Section  G,  and  the  Section  has  been  ex- 
panded and  rewritten  in  response  to  this  comment  and  others, 
and  now  reads  as  follows: 

Page  66,  Section  G.I.:   Retain  first  sentence, and  delete  re- 
maining three  sentences.    Insert  following  the  first  sentence: 

"The  adopted  Civic  Center  Plan-^-^sets  forth  several  policies 
regarding  future  development  of  the  Civic  Center  which  are 
applicable  to  the  review  of  the  subject  proposal. 

"  Objective  One,  Policy  Z.    Maintain  the  formal  architect- 
ural character  of  the  Civic  Center  ....  The  core  of  the 
Civic  Center  is  composed  of  classic  Greek  revival  struc- 
tures of  exceptional  quality  that  set  the  architectural 
character  of  the  area.    The  symmetrical  arrangement 
of  buildings,  uniform  height,  and  the  application  of  com- 
mon building  lines  and  architectural  features  reinforce 
the  unity  of  the  formal  composition  ....  New  buildings 
should  be  designed  to  complement  the  Center's  existing 
architectural  character. 

"  Objective  One,  Policy  3.    Design  Civic  Center  buildings 
and  open  spaces  to  serve  as  public  gathering  places  for 
ceremonial,  cultural,  recreational,  and  other  community 
activities. 
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"  Objective  One,  Policy  4.    Provide  a  sense  of  identity 
and  cohesiveness  through  unifying  street  and  Plaza  de- 
sign treatments.      Identity  of  the  Civic  Center  as  the 
focus  of  government  and  culture  in  San  Francisco  should 
be  reinforced  through  the  use  of  common  design  elements 
such  as  sidewalk  ....  paving  (and)  ....  landscaping  .... 
Related  architectural  elements  such  as  the  color  and  tex- 
ture of  materials  should  also  be  used  throughout  the  area 
to  reinforce  its  overall  unity.    Widened  pedestrian  lanes 
in  front  of  City  Hall  and  at  other  locations,  with  special 
design  treatment  related  to  adjacent  uses,  would  add  to 
the  unity  and  formalism  of  the  Center. 

"Objective  Two,  Policy  2.    Locate  civic  cultural  facilities 
in  the  Civic  Center.      Identity  of  the  Civic  Center  as  the 
cultural  focus  of  the  community  is  enhanced  through  the 
location  in  this  area  of  a  variety  of  cultural  facilities 
such  as  museums,  concert  halls  and  library  .... 

"objective  Three,  Policy  1.    Locate  buildings  .  .  .attract- 
ing large  numbers  of  visitors  in  convenient  pedestrian 
proximity  to  public  transit  and  off-street  parking  facil- 
ities. 

"objective  Three,  Policy  2.    Locate  parking  facilities 
beyond  the  western  periphery  of  the  Civic  Center  core, 
with  direct  vehicular  access  to  major  thoroughfares. 

"The  project  is  generally  in  accord  with  these  policies. 
However,  depending  upon  final  design,  the  proposal  either 
may  or  may  not  complement  the  Civic  Center's  existing 
architectural  character.    The  matters  of  landscaping  and 
widened  pedestrian  lanes,  with  special  design  treatment 
related  to  adjacent  uses,  are  also  unresolved. 

"The  Urban  Design  Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan^^ 
in  Policy  for  Conservation  No.  6,  states  'Respect  the  char- 
acter of  older  development  nearby  in  the  design  of  new  build- 
ings.    Similar  care  should  be  exercised  in  the  design  of  new 
buildings  to  be  constructed  near  historic  landmarks  and  in 
older  areas  of  established  character.    The  new  and  old  can 
stand  next  to  one  another  with  pleasing  effects,  but  only  if 
there  is  a  similarity  of  successful  transition  in  scale,  build- 
ing form  and  proportion.    The  detail,  texture,  color  and 
materials  of  the  old  should  be  repeated  or  complemented  by 
the  new.  ' 
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"Again,  depending  upon  final  design,  the  proposal  may- 
or may  not  complement  the  old  buildings.    It  should  be 
noted,  however,  that  the  project  sponsors,  in  their  letter 
of  July  16,   1975,  included  herein  in  Section  B.2,  of  Chapter 
XIII,  stated  their  intention  to  develop  a  design  which  would 
be  completely  compatible  with  its  surroundings.  " 

Page  67,  Section  G.2.:   Amend  third  sentence  as  follows: 

".  .  .  .  maintaining  similar  heights  for  major  element, 
(and  also)  through  the  use  of  a  gray  masonry  facade  and 
through  other  appropriate  measures.  " 

In  addition  to  the  above  environmental  impact  addition,  the 
section  on  Aesthetics  in  the  Environmental  Setting  has  been 
expanded,  as  follows:    Page  34,  Section  A(4):    Delete  first  para- 
graph and  first  sentence  of  second  paragraph.    Insert  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"The  Civic  Center  consists  of  a  principal  aggregation  of 
monumental  buildings  around  a  central  open  space,  with 
additional  buildings  extending  the  principal  axis  at  either 
end.    The  core  of  the  City's  governmental  activities  func- 
tions as  both  an  administrative  and  cultural  center  for  the 
City's  residents.    The  San  Francisco  Civic  Center  is  regard- 
ed by  many  scholars  as  the  finest  and  most  complete  mani- 
festation of  the  City  Beautiful  Movement  in  the  United  States, 
and  is  the  grandest  of  all  American  civic  complexes.— 

"The  Civic  Center  was  planned  as  San  Francisco's  per- 
manent pavillion  for  the  Panama -Pacific  Exhibition  of  1915, 
and  built  with  the  sentiment  that  San  Francisco  had  not  only 
recovered  from  the  earthquake,  but  had  become  a  thriving 
metropolis  of  international  importance.    The  grandeur  of 
San  Francisco's  Civic  Center  results  from  the  central 
grouping  of  structures  around  the  open  plaza,  which  were 
carefully  planned  to  relate  to  one  another  and  to  other  needs 
of  the  City. 

"The  buildings  in  the  Civic  Center  are  good  examples  of 
the  classical  mode  within  the  context  of  the  City  Beautiful 
Movement.    Placed  around  a  central  open  plaza,  the  City 
Hall,  Civic  Auditorium,  State  Building,  Library  and  Health 
Building  were  part  of  the  main  quadrangle.    The  War 

1  •      Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  Final  Case  Report, 
War  Memorial  Complex,  September  4,  1974. 
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Memorial  Complex  (Opera  House  and  Veterans'  Building), 
constructed  about  twenty  years  after  the  original  plan,  ex- 
panded the  Civic  Center  in  function  and  design,  providing  a 
complementary  backdrop  to  the  Van  Ness  Avenue  exit  from 
the  City  Hall,  yet  not  overpowering  it.    The  old  Federal 
Building,  constructed  several  years  after  the  War  Memorial 
Complex,  continued  the  classical  idiom.  (See  Plate  3,  Page 
16,  for  location  plan.  ) 

"The  architectural  unity  of  the  Civic  Center  Area  is  achiev- 
ed through  a  harmony  of  material,  scale,  size,  texture, 
rhythm  and  style.    The  City  Hall  is  an  excellent  building, 
generally  acclaimed  as  one  of  the  finest  examples  of  the 
French  Renaissance  in  Americcul{    The  other  buildings  in 
the  group,  although  good  buildings,  are  most  important  for 
the  way  they  complement  each  other  and  enhance  the  group 
without  distracting  from  the  City  Hall.    Seen  in  the  context 
of  the  Civic  Center  as  a  whole,  and  in  relation  to  City  Hall, 
all  the  buildings  together  achieve  distinction. 

"Principles  of  the  City  Beautiful  movement  offered  much 
of  the  impetus  for  this  unity,  with  general  criteria  such  as: 
symmetrical  arrangement;  uniform  building  setbacks;  and 
light  color.  The  following  is  a  description  of  the  notable  fea- 
tures as  applied  to  the  classical  structures  in  the  area,  and 
particularly  how  structures  were  planned  to  relate  to  one  an- 
other . 

"Overall  form  is  expressed  by  symmetry  of  buildings 
about  the  plaza  in  terms  of  setbacks,  facade  length,  and 
height.    Common  facade  lines  are  maintained.    There  are 
four  major  horizontal  lines  expressed: 

1)  A  water  course  at  the  base  of  the  building. 

Z)  A  belt  course,  water  course  or  cornice  usually  one- 
third  the  way  up.    There  is  more  variation  in  the  place- 
ment and  expression  of  this  line  than  the  others.  This 
is  most  strongly  expressed  in  the  Library. 


1.     Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  Final  Case  Report,  City  Hall, 
December  1969. 
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3)  A  cornice  line  expressing  the  top  floor  line.    In  the  City- 
Hall,  Federal  and  State  Buildings,  this  is  the  strongest 
line. 

4)  Parapet  line/roof  line/cornice  at  the  top  of  the  facade. 
Where  a  hip  or  mansard  roof  is  applied,  the  parapet 
is  omitted. 


"Architectural  unity  is  expressed  by  similarly  proportion- 
ed elements.    The  scale  and  nature  of  architectural  elements, 
such  as  columns,  pilasters,  arches  and  widely  spaced  small 
rectangular  windows  fall  within  a  harmonious  range.  Visible 
roof  forms  are  hip  or  mansard.    Facades  are  heavily  detailed, 
clearly  articulated  and  balanced.    Texture  and  shadow  are  pro- 
vided by  recessed  windows  and  door  openings,  projected  col- 
umns, pilasters,  and  horizontal  lines.    Rusticated  stonework 
provides  a  unifying  pattern  and  is  used  in  contract  to  the 
smooth  stonework.    Cornice  and  sculputured  relief  details 
are  used.    Verticality  of  relationship  of  voids  to  masses  occurs. 
Windows  are  recessed  in  the  facade,  vertical  in  emphasis  and 
rhythmically  spaced- -often  flanked  by  pilasters.    The  window 
openings  contribute  to  the  organization  of  the  facade.  Both 
arched  and  rectangular  windows  are  present,  often  varying 
between  stories.    Buildings  maintain  similarly  colored  stone 
facing;  slight  differences  in  hue  contribute  to  a  subtle  variety 
yet  maintain  a  strong  sense  of  unity.    These  characteristics 
are  general,  but  recognize  some  of  the  important  elements 
present. 

"Preliminary  work  is  now  underway  towards  initiating  de- 
signation of  the  Civic  Center  as  a  Historic  District.  1/" 

Additionally,  on  page  8,  paragraph  four,  a  final  sentence  has 
been  inserted  as  follows: 

"The  Civic  Center  is  among  the  grandest  of  all  American 
civic  complexes.  " 


1.  The  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage  has  prepared  a 
detailed  report,  in  the  form  of  a  Nomination  Form  for  the  National  Register 
of  Historic  Places,  which  has  been  instigative  in  local  consideration  of  de- 
signation of  a  Historic  District.    Much  of  the  material  within  this  section 
on  Aesthetics  is  derived  from  material  within  that  report  or  research  re- 
sulting therefrom. 
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James  J.  Finn,  Director  of  Transportation 

Public  Utilities  Commission,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

a.  Comment  32: 

"Page  138--Table  2.    Transit  System  Capacity  and 
Utilization.    Data  on  Route  8 -Market  Street  should  be  inclu- 
ded under  MUNI  routes.  " 

Response  32: 

The  No.  8  Castro  Market  Line  has  been  added,  but  with  a 
footnote  as  follows: 

"Figures  for  this  existing  service  have  not  been  presented, 
as  they  would  not  reflect  the  expected  patronage  when 
the  Muni  Metro  System  is  operating  under  Market  Street, 
and  the  No.  8  would  be  the  only  line  then  providing 
surface  service.  " 

b.  Comment  33: 

"Page  149--Table  5.    Vehicular  Traffic  Impact  on  Major 
Thoroughfares  and  Transit  Traffic  Impact.    There  seems  to 
be  some  discrepancy  as  to  the  discharge  time  of  the  matinee 
performances.    Under  Vehicular  Traffic  Impact  on  Major 
Thoroughfares  the  report  states  that  the  discharge  time  will 
be  4:30  p.m.    However,  under  Transit  Traffic  Impact  it 
states  that  the  time  would  be  4:15  p.m.    This  is  an  important 
issue  since  a  4:30  p.m.  discharge  time  for  transit  would 
result  in  Performing  Arts  attendees  utilizing  transit  facilities 
at  or  near  the  peak  period.    For  five  of  the  adjacent  MUNI 
lines  (Routes  7,  8,   19,  21  and  47)  4:30  p.m.  marks  the 
beginning  of  the  peak  hour. 

"Data  on  Route  8 -Market  should  be  included  under  the 
MUNI  routes.  " 

Response  33: 

Table  5,  Vehicular  Traffic  Impact  on  Major  Thorough- 
fares, page  149,  has  been  corrected  to  indicate  a  4:15  matinee 
discharge  time. 

Page  151  has  been  revised  to  include  a  footnote  as  follows: 
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"The  actual  time  of  discharge  would  vary  depending  on 
the  performance,  but  would  most  probably  occur  between 
4:00  p.m.  and  4:30  p.m." 


The  No,  8  line  has  been  added  to  Transit  Traffic  Impact, 
but  inasmuch  as  expected  patronage  from  other  sources  is 
not  known  (see  Response  32),  no  estimation  can  be  made  of 
Residual  Capacity  or  Impact. 

Comment  34: 

"Page  151 --It  is  stated  in  the  third  paragraph  that,  as 
indicated  in  Table  3,  the  peak  hour  on  most  adjacent  MUNI 
lines  begin  at  4:30  or  4:45  p.m.    It  should  instead  refer  to 
Table  2  since  it  contains  information  regarding  the  peak 
hours  of  MUNI  lines.  " 

Response  34: 

Page  151,  paragraph  three,  sentence  three:    "Table  3" 
is  corrected  to  read  "Table  2.  " 
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7.      Milton  Feldstein,  Deputy  Air  Pollution  Control  Officer 
Bay  Area  Air  Pollution  Control  District 

a.  Comment  35: 

"We  have  reviewed  the  above -referenced  docvunent  and 
submit  the  following  comments  for  your  consideration. 

"The  subject  DEIR  is  commendably  well -organized  and  is 
characterized  by  the  clear  and  concise  presentation  of  rele- 
vant data.    These  attributes  are  significant  to  the  District 
as  a  review  agency.  " 

Response  35: 

No  response. 

b.  Comment  36: 

"The  project  site  is  located  in  the  Civic  Center  area  of 
downtown  San  Francisco,    The  nearby  air  quality  monitoring 
station  provides  evidence  of  a  number  of  excesses  per  year  of 
both  the  carbon  monoxide  and  oxidant  standards  in  the  site 
vicinity.    The  area  is  especially  impacted  by  vehicle -related 
CO  emissions.    Therefore,  the  DEIR's  air  quality  impact 
section  should  be  expanded  to  include  a  quantitative  analysis 
of  vehicle  emissions  and  resultant  concentrations  with  empha- 
sis on  CO.    The  detailed  transportation  data  in  the  DEIR 
should  facilitate  this  quantitative  analysis. 

"The  project  should  be  analyzed  for  both  line  source  and 
area  source  impacts.    The  emissions  computations  referred 
to  on  page  55  (Reference  3)  should  be  included  in  the  report 
and  supplemented  by  calculations  of  pollutant  concentrations. 
Concentrations  should  be  added  to  ambient  levels  and  the 
results  compared  with  the  relevant  1 -hour  and  8 -hour  air 
quality  standards.    Since  the  impacts  of  CO  are  of  a  localized 
nature,  and  relate  to  ambient  levels  in  the  immediate  area, 
it  is  not  sufficient  to  state  that  total  project  and  Opera  House 
emissions  are  equal  to  "less  than  one  tenth  of  one  percent  of 
the  total  of  any  one  of  the  contaminants  emitted  in  San  Fran- 
cisco during  a  mid-week  24-hour  period  (p,  55), 

"On  page  56  it  is  stated  that  congestion  can  presently 
occur  at  the  existing  parking  lot  for  up  to  30  minutes.  In 
the  event  of  concurrent  performances  at  the  Opera  House 
and  Performing  Arts  Center,  such  congestion  could  continue 
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for  up  to  an  hour,  possibly  resulting  in  additional  excesses 
of  air  quality  standards.    Therefore,  the  quantitative  analysis 
should  include  the  combined  total  emissions  and  concentra- 
tions assuming  simultaneous  use  of  the  new  facility  and  the 
Opera  House,  for  both  matinee  and  evening  performances 
(since  ambient  levels  vary  with  the  time  of  day).    This  would 
constitute  a  "worst  case"  situation  which  should  be  analyzed, 
as  there  is  no  guarantee  that  simultaneous  performances 
will  not  occur.  " 

Response  36: 

The  Section  on  Vehicle  Emissions,  page  55,  has  been 
expanded  and  rewritten  in  response  to  this  comment,  and 
now  reads  as  follows: 

"Pollutants  generated  by  traffic  to  the  proposed  facility 
would  be  similar  in  quantity  to  those  emitted  by  traffic 
generated  from  performances  at  the  existing  Opera 
House.    Particulates,  carbon  monoxide,  nitrogen  oxide, 
hydrocarbons  and  sulfur  oxide  are  all  generated  by  vehi- 
clos.    Carbon  monoxide  is  discussed  further  herein,  as 
it  would  be  the  most  significant  of  the  pollutants  generated 
by  traffic,  due  to  its  localized  effects. 

1/ 

Table  IV-1  gives  a  summary  of  the  predicted  carbon 
monoxide  levels  in  the  area  of  the  site  for  conditions  with 
and  without  the  project.    The  'with  project'  condition 
assumes  a  matinee  and  an  evening  performance  in  the 
Symphony  Hall  added  to  the  background.    The  background 
or  'without  project'  condition  includes  a  matinee  and  eve- 
ning performance  in  the  Opera  House.  The  contribution  to 
the  carbon  monoxide  levels  produced  by  activities  at  the 
new  center  represent  between  2  and  4%  of  the  Standards. 
Combining  the  project  contributions  with  the  predicted  back 
ground,  the  sum  is  within  the  standards." 


The  air  pollution  calculations  are  based  on  emission  and  dispersion 
equations  established  by  the  Bay  Area  Air  Pollution  Control 
District  in  their  "Guidelines  For  Air  Quality  Impact  Analysis  of 
Projects"  dated  6/1/75.    The  calculations  are  on  file  at  the  Department 
of  City  Planning. 
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1 


Table  IV -1 


1980  Carbon  Monoxide  Pollution  Levels    in  mg/m 


AREA  POLLUTION- 


1 -hour 


8 -hour 


without  project 
with  project 


2.  6 

3.  3 


1.  5 
1.  9 


ROADSIDE  CONCENTRATION-^: 


without  project 
with  project 


9.  3 

10,  3 


3.6 
3.9 


STANDARDS^' 


v. 


40. 000 


10. 000 


c.      Comment  37: 

"Even  the  proposed  garage  will  replace  an  existing 
parking  facility  having  a  similar  number  of  spaces,  the 
design  of  the  garage  entrances,  exits  and  ramps  will  dir- 
ectly influence  the  extent  of  delays  in  circulation,  and 
thereby  will  affect  CO  emissions.    In  designing  the  garage, 
attention  should  also  be  given  to  the  problem  of  proper 
ventilation  to  counter-act  possible  CO  build-up  within  the 
structure.    These  considerations  should  be  taken  into 
account  in  project  design  and  in  any  subsequent,  more 


1.  For  one  kilometer  square  surrounding  the  site  (1  kilometer  =  .62  mile 

2.  Based  on  Van  Ness  Avenue  traffic.    This  is  the  street  which  presently 
has  the  greatest  traffic  flow  in  the  area  excluding  the  freeway  and  is 
assumed  to  receive  the  greatest  traffic  increase  due  to  the  project. 


detailed  EIR.  " 


3. 


40  mg/m  3  =  35  ppm 
10  mg/m^    =      9  ppm 
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Response  37: 


The  structure  would  be  designed  in  accordance  with  City 
codes,  which  specify  structural  form  and  ventilating  require- 
ments to  control  air  quality  within  a  garage.    These  consider- 
ations would  be  taken  into  account  in  project  design.  No 
subsequent  EIR  is  anticipated  for  this  project, 

d o      Comment  38: 

"With  regard  to  mitigation  of  project  air  quality  impacts, 
a  specific  commitment  to  the  expansion  of  special  public 
transit  service  for  theater -goer s  should  be  explored.  The 
existent  special  service  on  the  47  line  serves  as  a  precedent 
for  this .  " 

Response  38: 

A  specific  commitment  cannot  be  given  at  this  time,  due 
to  the  preliminary  nature  of  the  proposal,  but  the  text  on 
page  75  has  been  added  to  as  follows: 

Page  75,  insert  new  sentence  5:    "The  Municipal 
Railwayi/has  stated  that  if  there  is  a  demand  for 
special  transit  services  to  accommodate  patrons 
attending  performances  at  the  proposed  facility, 
these  special  services  could  be  provided. 


1.    Telephone  conversation  with  Frank  Bauer  of  San  Francisco  Municipal 
Railway,  September  2,  1975. 
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Mrs.  Bland  Piatt,  President 

Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 

Letter  of  August  13,   1975,  to  Walter  S.  Newman,  President,  City- 
Planning  Commission. 

a.      Comment  39; 

"At  its  meeting  of  August  6,  1975,  with  five  members  present, 
the  following  statement  was  adopted  by  the  Landmarks  Preserva- 
tion Advisory  Board  by  a  vote  of  four  Ayes  and  one  Abstaining: 

'Clearly  one  of  the  most  significant  impacts  the  proposed  Per- 
forming Arts  Center  will  have  on  its  environment  will  be  the 
relationship  of  its  architectural  appearance  to  the  adjacent 
civic  buildings  and  the  total  Civic  Center  design. 

'While  the  Advisory  Board  recognizes  that  the  architectural 
character  shown  in  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  is  pre- 
liminary in  nature  and  does  not  represent  a  final  approach,  we 
feel  that  the  report  lacks  sufficient  concern  and  assurance  that 
the  project  will  adhere  to  Conservation  Policy  No.  6  of  the  Urban 
Design  Element  of  The  Comprehensive  Plan  adopted  by  your 
Commis  sion: 

"Respect  the  character  of  older  development  nearby  in  the 
design  of  new  buildings. 

"Similar  care  should  be  exercised  in  the  design  of  new 
buildings  to  be  constructed  near  historic  landmarks  and 
in  older  areas  of  established  character.    The  new  and  old 
can  stand  next  to  one  another  with  pleasing  effects,  but 
only  if  there  is  a  similarity  of  successful  transition  in 
scale,  building  form  and  proportion.    The  detail,  texture, 
color  and  materials  of  the  old  should  be  repeated  or  com- 
plemented by  the  new.  " 

'In  that  connection,  the  report  shows  a  design  composed  of 
flat  vertical  slab-like  elements  which  do  not  appear  to  create  a 
unified  design.    While  we  would  not  suggest  imitating  an  historical 
style,  the  design  might  be  aided  by  studying  the  principles  and 
methods  by  which  the  adjacent  older  buildings  achieved  visual 
unity.    This  could  also  help  the  relationship  of  the  new  building  to 
the  total  Civic  Center  design." 
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Response  39: 


The  elevations  within  the  report  represent  a  concept  rather 
than  an  actual  design,  and  comments  relative  to  this  as  a  design 
serve  to  indicate  concerns  which  can  assist  the  project  sponsor 
in  developing  a  final  design,  and  public  decision-making  bodies 
in  reviewing  that  design. 

Chapter  IV,  Section   G.l, has  been  revised  to  include  the 
quotations  from  the  Urban  Design  Plan,  as  set  forth  in  Response 
31.    Response  8  further  deals  with  design  concerns. 

b.    Comment  40; 

"Finally,  and  towards  that  end,  we  would  suggest  that  consi- 
deration should  be  given  to  incorporating  the  design  of  the  park- 
ing structure  into  the  overall  form  of  the  project.    The  present 
scheme  showing  an  open  parking  garage  as  an  appendage  to  the 
Performing  Arts  structure  could  have  a  significant  visual  impact 
on  the  total  project  design  and  the  environments  of  Franklin, 
Hayes  and  Grove  Streets." 

Response  40; 

Chapter  7  of  the  EIR,  in  its  discussion  of  alternatives,  in- 
dues on  page  85,  "Garage  Design  and  Configuration",  discussion 
of  undergrounding  the  garage,  which  would  thereby  incorporate 
it  into  the  overall  form  of  the  project.    In  response  to  this  com- 
ment, the  first  sentence  of  that  section  has  been  modified  as 
follows: 

"The  garage  could  be  placed  underground,  which  would 
free  an  additional  street  level  portion  of  the  site,  and 
reduce  the  visual  impact  of  the  garage." 
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Barney  Gould,  Productions -Publicity 

Written  and  Oral  Statement  at  Public  Hearing  of  August  14,  1975. 

a.     Comment  41; 

"Fifty  years  as  a  theater-goer  --  and  as  a  playwright,  pro- 
ducer, publicist,  and  performer  --  ought  to  qualify  me,  I  think, 
for  some  uncommon  sense  critical  comment  about  a  so-called 
'Performing  Arts  Center'  in  San  Francisco. 

"First  of  all,   'Performing  Arts  Center'  is  a  recently-popular 
nomenclature  designed  to  blanket  snugly,  under  one  umbrella, 
all  arts  directly  associated  with  drama,  dance,  and  music. 

"It  has  been  widely  used  to  'sell'  to  the  public,  and  to  private 
sponsors  of  the  performing  arts,  the  concept  of  a  concentration 
in  one  elaborate  complex  of  facilities  designed  to  serve  those  arts, 
and  in  turn  to  serve  their  public. 

"In  many  American  cities,  large  and  small,  where  few  cul- 
tural facilities  (or  outmoded  ones)  exist,  a  Performing  Arts 
Center  has  proved  to  be  a  legitimate  rallying-point  for  both  poli- 
ticians and  public.    Usually  the  emphasis  has  been  less  cultural 
in  character  than  promotional  --  designed  to  attract  more  show 
busines s  to  a  given  community,  in  competition  with  other  cities. 
Often  convention  facilities  are  included  as  an  intended  use  of 
Performing  Arts  Centers.  .  .though  this  is  not  necessarily  the  case 
in  Our  Town,  San  Francisco. 

"When  such  a  Performing  Arts  Center  fulfills  a  long-felt  need 
in  an  American  community  it  is  generally  justified  in  that  city's 
entire  economy  --  though  few,  if  any,  of  these  Centers  ever  pay 
their  way.  Usually  they  are  not  expected  to  do  so.    However,  in 
the  well-known  examples  of  too -ambitious  arts  complexes  in  cer- 
tain cities,  Performing  Arts  Centers  have  proved  in  the  present, 
and  even  more  in  the  continuing  future,  an  onerous  burden  on  the 
taxpayers. 

"This  is  especially  true  in  the  often-overlooked  question  of 
maintenance,  invariably  borne  by  the  municipality  or  county  -- 
even  in  the  case  where  private  philanthropy  contributes  part,  or 
even  all,  of  the  original  high  cost. 

"We  have  only  to  look  across  the  Bay,  where  this  week  the  City 
of  Oakland  has  agreed  to  take  over  the  tastefully-restored  'Deco- 
art'  Paramount  Theater  from  their  Symphony  Association,  and 
absorb  the  annual  deficit  of  nearly  3  million  dollars,  using  the  City' 
hotel  tax  funds.    The  Paramount  Theater,  by  the  way,  is  not  a 
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failure  --  countless  fine  attractions  in  music,  drama,  and  dance 
have  been  accommodated  there  (many  of  them  by-passing  our  City 
of  San  Francisco  for  lack  of  either  a  proper  facility  here,  or  the 
pre-emption  of  our  Opera  House  and  Curran/Geary  Theaters  with 
standard  bookings).    The  City  of  Oakland,  then,  quite  rightly  re- 
gards the  Paramount  Theater  for  Performing  Arts  as  an  asset. 
It  could  now  be  called  'The  City  of  Champions'  --  and  not  just  for 
sports. 

"Would  not  a  Performing  Arts  Center,  as  currently  and  persi- 
stently proposed,  be  an  ever  greater  asset  to  San  Francisco? 

"Maybe  --  as  a  Monument.  .  .if  we  could  afford  it.    (The  pre- 
sent cost  is  projected  at  20  million;  it  is  more  likely  to  be  40 
million,  by  the  time  it  is  finished  under  the  proposed  plan.  ) 
Perhaps  -  as  a  great  new  Performing  Arts  Center.    But  do  we 
really  need  a  new  Performing  Arts  Center  in  our  magnificent  (but 
unfinished)  Civic  Center? 

"This  brings  us  to  a  definition  of  terms  (as  aforementioned  at 
the  beginning  of  this  critical  comment). 

"The  Sponsors  of  a  Performing  Arts  Center  --a  distinguished 
group  with  excellent  aggressive  leadership  --  are  primarily  con- 
cerned with  creating  a  home  for  our  fine  San  Francisco  Symphony 
and  for  the  famous  musical  concert  artists  who  enjoy,  and  are  en- 
joyed, in  San  Francisco  since  Gold  Rush  days. 

"Our  Opera  House  is  world-famous.  It  only  needs  improvement, 
not  replacement  (though  it  surely  will  not  be  improved  by  its  pro- 
posed backside  projection,  no  matter  how  disguised  with  archi- 
tectural cosmetics).    Far  better  to  place  a  practical,  and  far  less 
expensive,  rehearsal,  office,  and  scenic -building  facility  on  the 
Franklin  Street  side  of  their  'Commerce  High  playfield" site .  But 
this  seems  to  be  a  lost  cause,  in  the  rush  to  aid  the  all-encompass- 
ing Opera  --  Fall,  Spring,  Western,  and  Brown-Bag. 

"What  about  the 'Performing  Arts  Center'  --  now,  at  long  last, 
located  where  it  should  have  been  in  the  first  place,  next  to  the 
Opera  House  on  Van  Ness  Avenue,  not  in  a  bulldozed  area  of  small 
businesses  and  living  quarters  beyond  Franklin,  nor  fighting  for 
Marshall  Square  with  an  aroused  Friends  of  the  Library? 

"Well,  the  Sponsors  (whether  they  are  willing  to  admit  it  or  not) 
are  not  honestly  talking  about  a  true  Performing  Arts  Center.  They 
are  talking  about  a  Symphony  or  Concert  Hall,  which  is  quite  dif- 
ferent.   (Probably,  in  view  of  the  longtime  and  current  civic  con- 
tributions of  one  distinguished  family,  it  should  be  called  the 
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Zellerbach  Music  Hall,  but  this  is  a  suggestion  never  advanced 
by  that  modest  citizen.  ) 

"San  Francisco  does  need  a  new  Music  Hall,  primarily  as  a 
home  for  its  fine  Symphony,  but  also  for  other  musical  concert 
events  --  individual  singers  and  instrumentalists,  other  orches- 
tras and  choruses,  and  the  like    --to  relieve  the  log -jam  in  our 
busy  Opera  House. 

"San  Francisco  does  not   need  a  new  Performing  Arts  Center. 
There  are  numerous  facilities,  of  various  seating  capacities, 
right  in  the  Civic  Center  --to  say  nothing  of  theaters  and  halls 
elsewhere  in  the  City. 

"This  two-page  comm.ent  will  not  attempt  to  argue  the  merits 
of  such  existing  facilities.    Suffice  it  to  say  that  the  2000-plus 
seat  Qrpheum  Theater,  the  1800-seat  Nourse  Auditorium,  the 
1100-seat  Veterans  Auditorium  (not  to  mention  nearby  California 
Hall,  and  the  Larkin  and  Polk  Halls  of  the  Civic  Auitorium  as 
well  as  the  Auditorium  itself)  are  available  in  the  Civic  Center 
area.    With  comparatively  inexpensive  improvements,  they  can  be 
used  for  a  myriad  of  Performing  Arts  activities. 

"Why,  then,  do  the  Sponsors  insist  on  including  a  700-seat 
theater  (now  grown  from  300  seats)  along  with  their  3000- seat 
Symphony  auditorium  in  their  so-called  Performing  Arts  Center? 
And  why  do  they  seem  to  suggest  that  Dance  companies  could  per- 
form in  their  Symphony  hall?   --  when  they  should  surely  know 
that  any  dance  company  worthy  of  its  reputation  demands  proper 
scenery,  lighting,  and  staging  --  requiring  a  stage  house  and  its 
expensive  equipment. 

"And  why  this  horrendous  block-house,  as  shown  in  newspaper 
photos,  of  their  20  million  dollar  proposal?    Surely  something 
more  in  keeping  with  the  dignified  Romanesque  City  Hall  and  Opera 
House  buildings  is  more  appropriate'." 

Response  41; 

See  Response  Nos.  8  and  12. 
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Anna  Darden 


Written  and  Oral  Statement  at  Public  Hearing  of  August  14,  1975. 

a.  Comment  42: 

"My  name  is  Anna  Darden.    I  am  active  in  a  number  of 
Haight  Ashbury  organizations,  including  the  Coalition  for  a 
Community  Cultural  Center  and  the  Haight  Ashbury  Neighbor- 
hood Council.    Today  I  am  speaking  simply  as  a  San  Franciscan 
and  as  a  member  of  the  community  of  San  Francisco  artists. 

"I  believe  that  San  Francisco  has  a  desperate  need  for  avail- 
able performing  arts  space;  but  I  do  not  believe  this  means  new 
construction.    It  is  a  fact  that  there  is  less  performing  and  re- 
hearsal space  available  now  in  San  Francisco  than  two  years 
ago  when  the  programs  for  this  downtown  center  and  for  com- 
munity cultural  facilities  was  announced  and  funded  with  general 
revenue  sharing  monies. 

"But  let's  call  this  building  by  its  name.    This  is  not  a  center 
for  the  performing  arts;  this  is  a  Symphony  Hall.    To  claim  to 
meet  the  needs  of  San  Francisco  for  theatrical  and  dance  facilities 
with  a  Symphony  Hall  is  very  chopped  logic  indeed. 

Response  42; 

See  Response  12. 

b.  Comment  43: 

"Specifically  concerning  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  for 
this  Symphony  Hall: 

"Concerning  the  design: 

"Aside  from  being  ugly  and  anti-art,  particularly  lacking 
visual  esthetics,  this  building  contains  two  performing  halls 
which  are  mutually  exclusive  in  their  use.    That  is,  while  one 
hall  is  in  use,  the  other  must  sit  vacant.    This  is  an  easily 
correctable  design  flaw  which  is  nowhere  specifically  mentioned 
in  the  EIR.    If  the  need  for  performing  space  is  so  great  --  and 
I  believe  it  is  --  why  can  there  not  be  simultaneous  use  of  these 
two  performing  spaces?" 

Response  43: 

See  Response  8. 
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c.     Comment  44: 


"Second,  both  of  these  halls  are  unsuitable  for  all  performing 
arts  except  music  performance  and  rehearsal.    Why  is  this  build- 
ing called  a  Performing  Arts  Center  when  it  is  clearly  designed 
to  be  no  more  than  a  home  for  the  Symphony?" 

Response  44: 

See  Response  12. 

d.  Comment  45; 

"Third,  the  design  of  this  building  includes  no  setback  sim- 
ilar to  the  Opera  House  or  to  City  Hall.    There  is  no  open  space, 
no  gathering  area  for  people,  only  monolithic  concrete  walls  ad- 
jacent to  the  sidewalk.    Yet  if  it  is  built,  thousands  of  people 
will  be  gathering  here.    This  is  not  discussed  in  the  EIR.  " 

Response  45: 

Page  86,  paragraph  2  of  the  Report  discusses  building  setback 
as  an  alternative.    Further  mention  of  this  is  given  in  Response 
31,  which  includes  a  revision  to  text  concerning  widened  pedestrain 
lanes  with  special  design  treatment  related  to  adjacent  uses. 

e.  Comment  46: 

"Concerning  the  need  for  this  facility: 

"This  is  discussed  on  pages  12  and  43,  among  others,  in  the 
EIR.    Here  the  need  for  theatrical  performing  space  is  address- 
ed, not  for  Symphony  space.  " 

Response  46: 

The  heavy  schedule  of  the  Opera  House  is  discussed  in  the 
text  and  Appendix  B,  and  the  fact  that  such  a  schedule  cannot 
accomodate  all  those  who  would  prefer  to  be  included.  Provid- 
ing Symphony  space  outside  the  Opera  House  would  open  its 
schedule  for  other  performances,  and  likewise,  the  new  Symphony 
space  outside  could  also  be  used  for  other  performances.  Thus 
providing  a  Symphony  Hall  would  allow  and  encourage  more  San 
Francisco  performances  of  performing  arts  groups. 

f .  Comment  47: 

"There  is  discussion  of  alternative  sites  on  page  82  and  fol- 
lowing, which  shows  that  the  Orpheum  Theater  is  in  most  aspects 
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equal  to  this  projected  building,  except  for  the  availability  of 
the  property,  which  is  in  private  ownership.    Yet,  in  the  dis- 
cussion of  alternative  sites  and  adjacent  theaters,  almost  no 
mention  is  made  of  Nourse  Hall,  a  theater  located  across  the 
street  from  this  projected  building.    Nourse  Hall  is  an  extrem- 
ely attractive  and  highly  under -utilized  theatrical  performing 
space  located  in  the  Commerce  High  School  building." 

Re sponse  4 7: 

The  Orpheum  Theater  and  site  was  described  as  too  small 
for  the  requirements  of  the  proposed  facility. 

Nourse  Hall  is  discussed  in  Response  18. 

g.  Comment  4  8; 

"I  believe  the  need  for  major  performing  arts  facilities  in 
San  Francisco  could  well  be  met  through  a  program  for  develop- 
ment and  utili'7,ation  of  the  existing  theaters  in  San  Francisco, 
including  those  located  in  neightborhood  areas.    To  build  a 
Symphony  Hall  does  not  meet  these  needs.  " 

Response  48: 

This  is  a  comment  which  must  be  addressed  to  the  public 
decision-making  bodies.    Also,  see  Response  26. 

h.  Comment  49: 

"Concerning  alternative  facilities: 

"This  city  has  had  for  two  years  a  supposedly  funded  program 
for  development  of  community  cultural  facilities  in  San  Francis- 
co's neighborhoods.     (This  is  referred  to  in  passing  on  p.  43  of 
the  EIR.  )    It  is  a  scandal  that  after  two  years,  performing  spaces 
in  the  neighborhoods  sit  empty  while  the  program  does  nothing. 
The  need  for  these  facilities  has  been  the  focus  of  much  opposi- 
tion to  construction  of  a  downtown  Symphony  Hall--and  these 
needs  are  not  being  met.  " 

Response  49: 

This  is  a  comment  that  must  be  addressed  to  public  decision- 
making bodies.    Also  see  Response  26. 
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Comment  50: 


"Concerning  traffic,  parking,  and  use  of  the  proposed  building; 

"The  transportation  study  done  by  Tudor  Engineering  (p.  IZlff) 
shows  that  present  patronage  of  Symphony  performances  comes 
approximately  48%  from  outside  the  city,  and  that  all  but  7%  of 
this  is  by  automobile.    Yet  the  garage  adds  only  60  spaces  to 
existing  parking  for  a  3,  000  seat  hall- -and  these  are  said  to  be 
mainly  for  staff.    There  is  no  discussion  in  the  EIR  of  what  the 
traffic  and  parking  situation  would  be  for  a  performance  in  this 
hall  simultaneous  with  full  use  of  adjacent  halls  in  the  Civic 
Center,  including  the  Opera  House,  Brooks  Hall,  Nourse  Hall, 
and  City  Hall  itself.    Except,  that  is,  to  say  that  people  would 
have  to  walk  at  least  four  blocks  from  their  cars,  and  to  imply 
that  Symphony  Hall  use  could  perhaps  be  staggered  with  use  of 
the  Opera  House--again  closing  down  one  hall  while  another  is 
in  use.    Thus,  parking  is  inadequate  in  the  design,  and  the  study 
in  the  EIR  is  inadequate  for  conditions  of  full  use  of  Civic  Center 
facilities.  " 

Response  50; 

See  Response  19. 

Comment  5  1 ; 

"The  high  percentage  of  suburban  patronage  also  raises  ques- 
tions about  the  economic  base  of  this  Symphony  Hall- -that  is, 
will  it  add  to  or  drain  from  the  city's  tax  base  and  cash  flow,  in- 
cluding jobs,  in  both  the  public  and  private  sectors.    This  is  a 
major  question  for  the  impact  of  this  project  on  San  Francisco, 
and  I  believe  the  question  is  so  far  unanswered  because  the  an- 
swer is  not  favorable  to  San  Francisco  taxpayers.  " 

Response  5 1 : 

As  publicly-owned  property,  both  at  present  and  under  the 
proposal,  the  site  would  not  generate  property  taxes.    As  noted 
on  page  93  of  the  text,  approximately  30  persons  would  be  em- 
ployed on  site.    It  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  Report  to  postulate 
the  total  economic  impact  of  the  project  on  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco.    For  operating  costs  of  the  facility,   see  Res- 
ponse 23. 
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Comment  52: 


"In  conclusion: 

"I  do  not  believe  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  adequately 
considers  the  effect  of  building  this  hall.    And  I  do  not  believe 
that  the  projected  design  for  this  Symphony  Hall  itself  is  adequate. 
If  San  Francisco  is  going  to  build  a  Symphony  Hall,  we  should  do 
it  right.    If  it's  too  costly  to  do  it  right,  then  the  need  for  theatri- 
cal and  dance  space  in  San  Francisco  can  be  met  through  alterna- 
tive programs  for  development  of  existing  facilities." 

Response  52; 

See  Response  Nos.  9  and  26. 
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Robert  Berner,  Urban  Conservation  Officer 

The  Foundation  for  San  Francisco'  s  Architectural  Heritage 


Letter  and  Oral  Statement  at  Public  Hearing  of  August  14,  1975. 


a.      Comment  53: 

"This  represents  our  comments  on  the  referenced  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Report  concerning  the  proposed  San 
Francisco  Performing  Arts  Center. 

"The  San  Francisco  Civic  Center  represents  one  of  the  most 
important  architectural  and  historical  complexes  in  the  City 
of  San  Francisco  and  in  the  United  States.    The  proposed  new 
PAC  would  be  a  significant  addition  to  and  an  important  part  of 
this  complex.    Therefore,   our  principal  concern  in  reviewing 
the  Draft  EIR  is  the  aesthetic  impact  of  the  proposed  PAC  on 
the  architectural  integrity  and  historic  character  of  the  Civic 
Center. 

"  1 .    Environmental  Setting. 

The  Format  and  Guidelines  for  Material  Required  for 
a  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (ER8,   11/74)  published 
by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  provides  as  follows  with 
respect  to  Environmental  Setting: 

'  This  description  should  provide  sufficient  information  to 
permit  an  independent  evaluation  of  the  project  on  the  en- 
vironment from  a  local  perspective  and,  where  appropriate, 
from  a  regional  perspective.    Special  emphasis  should  be 
placed  on  environmental  resources  that  are  rare  or  unique 
to  the  region.  .  .  '     (page  3) 

"Measured  against  this  requirement,  the  discussion  of  En- 
vironmental Setting  with  respect  to  aesthetics  (pages  34  and  35) 
in  the  Draft  EIR  deals  with  only  the  most  superficial  aesthetic 
characteristics  of  the  Civic  Center,  and  is  wholly  inadequate. 
To  describe  the  architecture  of  the  center  by  saying  merely, 
'  The  detailing  of  the  facades  accentuates  the  joints  of  the 
stonework  and  uses  column  elements  as  a  recurring  theme'  is 
to  hopelessly  underestimate  the  subtlety  and  sophistication  of 
the  designs  and  of  the  way  in  which  they  interrelate,  and  thus 
to  fail  to  establish  a  sound  basis  on  which  to  evaluate  whether 
a  proposed  new  structure  might  enhance,  detract  from  or  har- 
monize with  the  existing  group.     To  say  about  the  planning  of 
these  buildings  that  '  The  general  area  has  open  spaces  created 
through  set  backs,  courts,  and  plazas  which  tend  to  balance  the 
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massiveness  of  the  adjacent  public  buildings'  is  to  suggest  an 
informality  and  casualness  about  the  creation  of  the  Civic  Cen- 
ter that  belies  the  facts.    The  mere  listing  of  isolated  physical 
aspects  of  the  Civic  Center  and  appending  photographs  does  not 
convey  an  understanding  of  the  aesthetic  qualities  of  the  whole 
group  which  is  essential  to  the  sensitive  addition  of  a  new 
building  to  the  group. 

"The  Civic  Center  is  the  finest  and  most  complete  example 
of  the  City  Beautiful  Movement  in  the  United  States.    The  CBM 
was  an  aspect  of  the  widespread  efforts  at  municipal  reform 
around  the  turn  of  the  century.     The  movement  dates  effectively 
from  the  World' s  Columbian  Exhibition  in  Chicago  in  1893  and 
formed  the  dominant  attitude  toward  city  planning  in  America 
until  about  1930.    This  attitude  was  imported  by  scores  of 
American  architects  who  studied  at  the  Ecole  des  Beaux  Arts 
in  Paris  in  the  late  19th  and  early  20th  centuries.    Much  more 
than  merely  a  classical  style,  these  architects  brought  back  a 
belief  in  an  urban  architecture  which  would  bring  some  order 
and  harmony  to  American  cities  which  were  thought  to  be  ugly 
and  squalid.    Through  the  use  of  grand  city  plans  and  develop- 
ment of  civic  complexes,  these  people  hoped  to  provide  a 
framework  and  a  model  for  the  improvement  of  cities  and  their 
architecture.    Crucial  to  this  whole  idea  and  to  the  success  of 
the  greatest  monument  of  the  CBM,  the  S.  F.  Civic  Center,  was 
the  spirit  of  cooperation  and  deference  of  individual  architects 
to  a  larger  plan  for  the  beauty  and  betterment  of  whole  com- 
plexes and  whole  cities. 

"Although  the  preliminary  case  report  being  prepared  by  the 
Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  to  evaluate  the  Civic 
Center  as  a  potential  Historic  District  is  referenced  in  the 
Draft  EIR  (page  34),  none  of  the  wealth  of  information  contained 
in  that  preliminary  case  report  has  been  incorporated  into  the 
Draft  EIR.  " 

Response  53: 

This  comment  is  incorporated  with  the  comment  in  Section 
B  S.e.of  this  chapter,  in  preparing  Response  31  which  appears 
in  that  section,  and  which  served  to  amend  sections  in  the 
Report  on  environmental  setting  and  environmental  impact. 

Comment  54: 

"2.    The  Environmental  Impact  of  the  Proposed  Action 

Given  that  the  aesthetic  environmental  setting  of  the 
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proposed  project  is  not  adequately  described,  it  follows  that 
the  aesthetic  environmental  impact  of  the  project  cannot  be 
properly  evaluated.     However,   even  were  the  Civic  Center 
setting  completely  described,  the  aesthetic  description  of  the 
proposed  Performing  Arts  Center  and  its  impact  is  equally 
insufficient. 

"The  aesthetic  discussion  of  '  The  Environmental  Impact  of 
the  Proposed  Action'  consists  of  six  sentences  and  four 
photographs  of  a  model  of  the  proposed  projects  (page  67). 
The  harmony  and  effect  of  the  existing  Civic  Center  Complex 
is  the  result  of  a  unified  attitude  toward  planning  and  design, 
worked  out  in  a  thousand  details.    It  is  not  necessary,  nor  even 
desirable  that  ornamental  details  be  copied  on  a  new  Renais- 
sance style  building.     But  to  achieve  a  harmonious  result,  it 
is  necessary  to  understand  the  approach  that  created  the  Civic 
Center,  and  the  general  ways  in  which  the  harmony  was  real- 
ized.   Perhaps  even  this  understanding  is  not  essential  if  the 
effect  of  the  result  is  harmonious.    For  this  reason,  a  far  more 
complete  design  is  necessary  in  order  to  judge  its  aesthetic 
impact  on  the  Civic  Center. 

"A  '  monumental'  appearance,   '  similar  height  for  major 
elements'  ,  and  a  '  gray  masonry  facade'  are  the  only  charac- 
teristics of  the  proposed  structure  that  are  cited  as  being  re- 
lated to  the  Civic  Center.    By  themselves,  these  characteris- 
tics mean  nothing.    Using  these  standards,  one  might  also 
assume,  for  example,  that  the  monumentality  of  the  Taj  Mahal 
or  Mount  Rushmore  would  be  sufficient  to  render  them  '  in 
harmony  with  the  scale  and  symbolic  character  of  the  other 
governmental  buildings  in  the  Civic  Center.  ' 

"In  the  Landmark  Board' s  preliminary  case  report  on  the 
Civic  Center,  the  qualities  of  color,  material,   scale,  size, 
texture,   rhythm,  and  style  of  the  individual  buildings  are  cited 
as  essential  to  the  harmony  and  coherence  of  the  whole  group. 
The  EIR  should  speak  to  the  ways  that  these  qualities  are 
represented  in  the  new  buildings  and  related  to  the  existing 
complex.    The  proposed  design  seems  to  ignore  scale,  texture, 
and  rhythm.    The  scale  or  proportion  of  its  principal  facades 
make  no  recognition  of  the  essentially  three  part  composition 
of  the  other  Civic  Center  structures,  each  of  which  are  built 
on  a  rusticated  base,  with  a  columned,  arched,   or  windowed 
superstructure,   crowned  by  a  cornice.    The  existing  buildings 
are  given  warmth  in  the  large  blocks  of  rusticated  stone,  in 
ornamental  details,  and  in  the  use  of  blue  and  gold  iron  trim. 
And,  they  achieve  a  rhythm  in  the  sequences  of  columns,  arches, 
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or  windows.    All  of  these  qualities  might  successfully  be 
adapted  to  a  fully  modern  structure  which  without  copying  the 
old,  would  be  in  harmony  with  it. 

"The  only  attempt  at  a  harmonious  vertical  proportion  in 
the  proposed  new  structure  is  in  the  main  entrance,  and  it  is 
not  even  in  proportion  with  the  neighboring  Opera  House  and 
City  Hall.    Instead  of  richly  textured  surfaces  broken  up  in  a 
harmonious  rhythm  of  alternating  glass  and  wall,   on  Van  Ness 
and  Grove  there  are  vast  areas  of  blank  wall  of  two  different 
and  unrelated  heights,  interrupted  by  glass  areas  that  appear 
to  be  unrelated  to  each  other  or  to  their  neighboring  solid  walls 
in  proportion.    The  Hayes  and  Franklin  Street  sides  are  not 
only  out  of  character  but  promise  to  have  a  serious  negative 
impact  on  those  streets  which  might  be  enhanced  with  entrances, 
windows,  details,  the  provision  of  activity,  or  at  the  very  least, 
landscaping. " 

Response  54: 

See  Response  30. 

Comment  55; 

"In  the  section  titled  Mitigation  Measures  Proposed  to  Min- 
imize the  Impact,  the  Draft  EIR  curiously  includes  under  the 
heading  '  Design'  the  statement  that  '  The  a-rchitectural  char- 
acter of  the  proposed  buildings  would  attempt  to  avoid  conflict 
with  the  aesthetics  of  existing  surrounding  structures'  (page 
73). 

"This  seems  to  be  a  tacit  admission  by  the  authors  of  the 
Draft  EIR  that  the  proposed  buildings  do  in  fact  involve  con- 
flict with,  or  negative  impact  on,  the  aesthetics  of  the  Civic 
Center.  This  is  totally  inconsistent  with  the  section  on  aes- 
thetics under  The  Environmental  Impact  of  the  Proposed  Action 
on  page  67,  which  suggests  harmony.  " 

Response  55; 

The  cited  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  text  and  the 
following  statement  submitted  in  its  place,  on  page  73,  para- 
graph 3; 

"The  sponsors  of  the  project  have  stated  their  intention  to 
develop  a  design  that  would  be  completely  compatible  with  its 
surroundings.  " 
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Comment  5  6: 


"In  summary,   the  people  of  San  Francisco  have  an  enormous 
historical,  architectural  and  financial  investment  in  the  San 
Francisco  Civic  Center.    As  a  cultural  resource,  the  Civic 
Center  is  literally  irreplaceable.    It  is  an  extraordinary  part 
of  the  City' s  heritage  that  cannot  be  replaced  or  duplicated. 
Additions,  which  are  inevitable,  can  enhance  or  degrade  this 
unique  environment. 

"The  Draft  EIR  does  not  contain  sufficient  information  about 
either,  the  environmental  setting  or  the  proposed  project  to 
evaluate  in  any  meaningful  way  the  aesthetic  environmental 
impact  of  the  project. 

Response  56; 

See  Response  Nos.  30  and  31. 

Comment  57; 

"If  we  were  required  to  judge  the  aesthetic  impact  of  the 
proposed  Performing  Arts  Center  on  the  Civic  Center  based 
upon  the  information  contained  in  the  Draft  EIR,  we  would  have 
to  conclude  that  the  project  would  have  a  significant  negative 
effect  on  the  Civic  Center  aesthetic  environment.  " 

Response  57; 

This  comment  is  directed  toward  the  finding  of  significance 
which  the  City  Planning  Commission  would  make  in  certifying 
the  completion  of  the  EIR. 
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Rich  Bradley  for  William  C.  Lockett,  Chief,  Evaluation  and  Planning 
Air  Resources  Board,  State  of  California 
Letter  of  August  19,   1975,  to  Selina  Bendix 

a.  Comment  58: 

"Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  draft  environ- 
mental impact  report  (EIR)  for  the  proposed  San  Francisco  Per- 
forming Arts  Center.    The  project,  which  is  to  be  located  in  the 
San  Francisco  Civic  Center,  will  include  two  concert  halls  having 
a  combined  seating  capacity  of  3,  700. 

"The  EIR  estimates  that  up  to  2,  075  daily  motor  vehicle  trips 
may  be  generated  by  the  project.    It  is  proposed  in  the  EIR  that 
the  resulting  increase  in  traffic  congestion  and  the  accompanying 
increase  in  vehicular  pollutants  can  be  reduced  by  staggering  per- 
formance times  and  through  ticket  incentives  for  the  use  of  public 
transit. 

"Because  the  project  is  expected  to  increase  carbon  monoxide 
(CO)  concentrations  in  an  area  which  is  already  subject  to  traffic 
congestion,  the  project  sponsor  needs  to  inake  a  quantitative 
estimate  of  pre-project  and  post-project  concentrations  of  CO  for 
potential  high  volume  traffic  conditions.    Several  methods  are 
available  for  this  purpose.    A  suggested  procedure  is  described 
in  the  document:    U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Guide  - 
lines  for  Air  Quality  Maintenance  Planning  and  Analysis,  Vol.  9 
(Publication  No.  450/4-75-001)." 

Response  58; 

See  Response  36. 

b.  Comment  59: 

"The  decision  makers  also  need  to  be  aware  that  the  proposed 
project  is  within  an  air  quality  maintenance  area  (AQMA)  for 
photochemical  oxidants,  particulate  matter,  and  sulfur  dioxide. 
An  AQMA  is  defined  as  an  area  with  the  potential  for  exceeding 
any  national  ambient  air  quality  standard  in  the  period  from  1975 
to  1985." 
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Response  59: 


Page  29,  paragraph  3  of  the  Report  has  been  added  as  follows 

"The  proposed  project  is  within  the  Bay  Area  air  quality- 
maintenance  area  (AQMA)  ^  for  photochemical  oxidants, 
particulate  matter  and  sulfur  dioxide." 


1.  An  AQMA  is  defined  as  an  area  with  the  potential  for  exceeding  any 
national  ambient  air  quality  standard  in  the  period  from  1975  to  1985. 
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1  3 .      John  W.  Williams,  Geologists  Department  of  Conservation, 
State  of  California. 
Memorandum  of  July  31,  1975 

a.      Comment  60: 

"The  geologic  setting  is  sketchily  described.    The  several 
references  made  to  the  San  Francisco  Seismic  Safety  Investi- 
gation by  John  A.  Blume  and  Associates  should  be  expanded. 
The  general  ground  response  at  the  site  as  a  result  of  the 
strong  ground  shaking  should  be  discussed  more  fully.  While 
the  EIR  indicates  that  the  site  is  underlain  by  '  sands  and  sandy 
clays,  of  moderate  to  high  earthquake  stability'  ,  it  is  not  clear 
as  to  what  '  earthquake  stability'  means.    Does  this  include 
liquefaction,  compaction,   settlement,  or  just  ground  shaking? 
With  the  relatively  shallow  water  table  in  the  area,  earthquake 
induced  ground  failures  should  receive  greater  consideration. 
Bedrock  accelerations  beneath  the  site  will  be  on  the  order  of 
0.  5g  during  a  large  earthquake  on  the  San  Andreas  fault.  This 
must  be  taken  into  account  during  the  design  and  construction 
of  the  building.  " 

Response  60; 

Page  45,  Chapter  III  3.  Geology,  Soils  and  Seismicity,  first 
paragraph  has  the  following  added  to  it: 

"The  uppermost  layer  consists  of  dune  sands  from  10  to  20 
feet  deep.    This  layer  is  underlain  by  about  180  feet  of  uncon- 
solidated fine  to  medium  sand  with  small  to  moderate  amounts 
of  clay.     The  underlying  bedrock  consists  of  sheared  rocks, 
undifferentiated  coherent  blocks  and  pieces  of  hard  rock  in  a 
matrix  of  sheared  shale  and  serpentine."  — 

The  following  is  added  after  line  3,  page  46: 

"...but  not  to  experience  liquefaction  or  subsidence.  The 

maximum  credible  basement  rock  acceleration  for  the  site  has 

2  / 

been  estimated  by  Greensfelder  —  to  be  in  the  order  of  0.  5g 
(50  percent  of  gravity,   16  feet  per  second  per  second).  " 


1.  "Geology  of  The  San  Francisco  North  Quadrangle,  California," 
Geological  Survey  Professional  Paper  782. 

2.  "Maximum  Credible  Rock  Acceleration  from  Earthquakes  in  California, 
by  Roger  W.  Greensfelder,  California  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology. 
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C.     Other  Revisions  to  Draft  EIR 


1.  Page  5,  Table  of  Contents,  insert: 

Xni.      SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES,  page    163  . 

A.  List  of  Persons,  Organizations  and  Public  Agencies 
commenting  on  the  Draft  EIR,  page  164 

B.  Comments  and  Responses,  page  168 

C.  Other  Revisions  to  Draft  EiR,  page  225. 
XIV.      CERTIFICATION  RESOLUTION,   page  228. 

2.  Page  9,  paragraph  two,  sentence  two:    replace  "is  as  yet  unsettled" 
with  "are  as  yet  unsettled". 

3.  Page  12,  transfer  footnote  1  from  page  1 1  to  page  12,  and  change 
former  footnote  1,  page  12,  to  footnote  2. 

4.  Page  23,  paragraph  two,  insert  new  sentence  five:    "There  would  be 
no  direct  access  to  the  performing  arts  complex." 

5.  Page  56,  paragraph  one,  insert  new  sentence  four:    "During  matinee 
performances,  curbside  parking  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed 
center  would  be  preempted  by  charter  buses  transporting  patrons," 

6.  Page  58,  paragraph  two,  insert  omitted  wording  between  sentence 
three  and  next  paragraph:  "When  storm  runoff  exceeds  the  sewer 
capacity,  it  would  be,  as  at  present,  transported  on  the  street  sur- 
face.    The  sewage  from  the  project  would  be  given  primary  treat- 
ment at  the  North  Point  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant.  " 

7.  Page  64,  revise  Plate  19  to  bring  consumption  curves  to  a  null  level 
during  late  night,  and  insert  revised  footnote:    "Based  on  the  lowering 
of  building  temperatures  during  late  night,  and  raising  temperatures 
for  the  day,  and  during  matinee  and  evening  performances  in  the 
symphony  and  recital  halls,  " 
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8.  Page  67,  footnote  1,  replace  "Civic  Center  Element"  with  "Civic 
Center  Plan". 

Insert  footnote,  "3.    The  model  was  developed  to  show  such  elements 
as  height,  mass,  setback  and  orientation,  as  were  the  elevations, 
and  in  some  minor  details  it  differs  from  the  elevations  included  here- 
in.   The  model  includes  the  proposed  addition  at  the  rear  of  the  Opera 
House . " 

9.  Page  73,  paragraph  three,  insert  revised  sentence  two:    "During  the 
development  of  a  more  detailed  design,  the  recommendations  of  the 
Art  Commission,  in  its  review,  would  be  considered." 

10.  Page  75,  last  sentence,  substitute  "Standard  90  P  (P  for  'proposed') 
for  "  90  P" and  delete  "standards"  in  last  line. 

11.  Page  8Z,  Marshall  Square/Vehicular  Circulation,  change  "-"  to  "O". 

12.  Page  83,  replace  sentence  two  with  the  following"    "It  would  be  two 
blocks  farther  from  such  major  vehicular  arterials  as  Franklin, 
Cough,  Oak  and  Fell  Streets,  and  Van  Ness  Avenue.    It  would  be 
closer,  however,  to  such  major  thoroughfares  as  Larkin,  Hyde, 
Eighth  and  Ninth  Streets.    Although  closer  to  Market  Street,  east  of 
Van  Ness  Avenue  that  street  is  only  two  lanes  in  each  direction." 

13.  Page  98,  Bay  Area  Air  Pollution  Control  Districts,  include  Ralph  Mead 
as  contact,  and  revise  telephone  number  to  read  415/771-6000. 

14.  Page  125,  line  three,  replace  "will  frequently  serve"  with  "will  serve". 

15.  Page  136,  paragraph  two,  sentence  two,  has  been  revised  to  read: 
"Van  Ness  Avenue  and  Market  and  Hayes  Streets  have  been  designated 
as  transit  streets  in  the  transportation  element  of  the  Comprehensive 
Plan,  and  along  with  Grove  street  are  designated  as  downtwon  transit 
arterial  streets." 

16.  Page  155,  Table  6,  has  been  revised  to  include  a  definition  of  the 
term  "frequent". 
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ERRATA 

The  following  revisions  were  inadvertently  omitted  from  Chapter  XIII. 

Pg.   1 1    -    The  first  two  sentences  on  the  page  have  been  modified  to  correspond 
with  previous  modifications  on  page  8  and  they  now  read:    "The  proposed  project 
would  provide  a  symphony  and  recital  hall  with  ancillary  facilities,  along  with  re- 
hearsal rooms,  office  space,  storage  areas  and  an  accessory  garage.    The  facili- 
ties would  be  constructed  on  the  "Commerce  High"  site,  adjacent  to  the  existing 
Opera  House,  opened  in  1932,  in  the  Civic  Center. 

Pg.   1  3    -    The  section  on  "Previous  Public  Action"  has  the  following  added:  "There 
have  been  other  and  recommended  that  Marshall  Square  be  des- 
ignated for  such  use  (August  8,  1974). 

Pg.  66a  has  footnote  J_/  which  was  previously  footnote  _!/  on  page  67. 

Pg.  83    -    The  third  sentence  discussing  the  Orpheum  Theater  changed  to  read 

"greater"  instead  of  "the  undesirable.  " 

Pg.  83    -    Footnote  J_/  added  as  follows:    "1.    Opera  House  performers  would  use 
the  Performing  Arts  Center  rehearsal  rooms  for  warm-up  and  assembly  prior  to 
performances  or  dress  rehearsals  in  the  Opera  House,  if  the  two  facilities  were 
adjacent.    Based  on  telephone  conversation  with  Philip  Semark,  San  Francisco 
Ballet  Association,  August  27,  1975. 

Pg.  109    -    Distribution  List  expanded  with  Item  G  to  include  the  additional  distri- 
bution of  July  2  3,  1975. 

Pg.  183    -    Second  paragraph  should  read  page  11  not  page  8. 
Pg.  202  at  the  end  of  response  33:  The  following  footnote  should  be  added  on 
page  149:    ='"!=Only  Assigned  Trips  and  Equivalent  Hourly  Volume  have  been  in- 
cluded; the  Residual  Capacity  is  not  known,  as  the  existing  condition  would  not 

reflect  the  future  condition  when  only  the  No. 8  serves  Market  Street  at  a  surface  level. 
Pg-  225    -   Add  page  228  following  "XIV.  Certification  Resolution." 
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SAN  FRANCISCO 


CITY  PLANNING  C0!4MISSI0N 
RESOLUTION  NO.  7374 

(WHEREAS,  A  draft  environmental  impact  report,  dated  July  9,  1975,  has  been 
prepared  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  in  connection  with  EE75,183,  Sem 
Fremcisco  Performing  Arts  Center,  3000-seat  main  symphony  hall,  700-seat  recital 
hall  and  ancillary  space,  and  400-stall  parking  garage,  on  the  property  described 
as  follows: 

Bounded  by  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  Grove,  Franklin  and  Hayes 
Streets,  all  of  Assessor's  Block  810; 

.and 

WHEREAS,  The  Department  duly  filed  a  notice  of  completion  of  the  draft  report 
iwith  the  Secretary  of  the  California  Resources  Agency,  gave  other  notic^  and  re- 
quested comments  as  required  by  law,  made  the  report  available  to  the  general  public 
land  satisfied  other  procedural  requirements;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  City  Planning  Commission  held  a  duly  advertised  public  hearing  on 
said  draft  environmental  impact  report  on  August  14,  1975,  at  which  opportunity  was 
given  for  public  participation  and  comments;  and 

WHEREAS,  A  final  environmental  impact  report,  dated  September  11,  1975,  has 
been  prepared  by  the  Department,  based  upon  the  draft  environmental  impact  report, 
ciny  consultations  and  comments  received  during  the  review  process,  any  additional 
information  that  became  availeible,  and  a  response  to  any  comments  that  raised 
significant  points  concerning  effects  on  the  environment,  all  as  required  by  law; 
and 

WHEREAS,  On  September  11,  1975,  the  Commission  reviewed  the  final  environmental 
impact  report,  and  found  that  the  contents  of  said  report  and  the  procedures  through 
which  it  was  prepared,  publicized  and  reviewed  comply  with  the  provisions  of  the 
California  Environmental  Quality  Act,  the  Guidelines  of  the  Secreteu^^  for  Resources 
and  Sem  Francisco  requirements;  euid 

VTHEREAS,  Extensive  public  comment  has  been  received  concerning  the  design  of 
the  proposal,  as  a  public  building  in  a  particularly  sensitive  area,  which  design 
will  be  subject  to  review  by  the  Art  Commission  at  a  later  date. 

I         THEREFORE  BE  IT  RESOLVED,  That  the  City  Pleuining  Commission  does  hereby  find 
that  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report,  dated  September  11,  1975,  concerning 
EE75.183,  San  Francisco  Performing  Arts  Center,  is  adequate,  accurate  and  objective, 
and  does  hereby  CERTIFY  THE  COMPLETION  of  said  Report  in  compliance  with  the 
California  Environmental  Quality  Act  and  the  State  Guidelines; 

j         AND  BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Director  be  authorized  to  transmit  to  the 
Art  Commission  the  comments  of  the  National  Trust  for  Historic  Preservation,  the 
Lcmdmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board,  and  the  Foundation  for  San  Fremcisco 's 
Architectural  Heritage,  for  the  use  of  the  Art  Commission  in  their  review  of 
the  design  of  this  public  building; 
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ICTY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 


Resolution  No,  7374 
Page  Two 


AND  BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Commission  in  certifying  the  completion 
f  said  Report  does  hereby  find  that  the  project  as  proposed  will  not  have  a 
ignificant  effect  on  the  environment. 

I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  Resolution  was  ADOPTED  by  the  City  Planning 
Dmmission  at  its  regular  meeting  of  September  11,  1975. 


Lynn  E.  Pio 
Secretary 


YES: 


Commissioners  Fleishhacker,  Newman,  Porter,  Ritchie,  Rueda 


OES: 


None 


£SEUT : 


Commissioners  Crowley,  Mellon 


'ASSED: 


September  11,  1975 
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